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NUTRITION FOR THE HOMELESS 



THURSDAY. APRIL 2, 1987 

U.w. Senate, 
Subcommittee on Nutrition and 
Investigations of the Committee on Agriculture, 

Nutrition, and Forestry, 

Washington, DC. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:36 p.m., in room 
SR-332, Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Tom Harkin (chair- 
man of the subcommittee), presiding. 

Present or submitting a statement: Senator Harkin. 

STATEMENT OF HON. TOM HARKIN, A U.S. SENATOR FROM IOWA 

Senator Harkin. The Subcommittee on Nutrition and Investiga- 
tions of the Commit^^^e on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry will 
come to order. 

The Chair wishes to apologize to those of you who are testifying, 
and some of you have come a great distance, for our tardiness in 
starting. As you probably know, we have just had a very important 
vote 01 the Senate floor on the veto override of the Highway bill, 
and for those of you who have not been glued to your TV sets or 
radios, the Senate just voted to override the President's veto, so the 
bill was passed. 

I do apologize for being late, but I'm sure you understand that 
we had to be there for that vote. Due to our lack of time, I will 
forgo my opening remarks which, without objection, will be includ- 
ed in the record.^ 

Our first witness is Assistant Secretary Bode. Before we get 
started, I have been informed that there is someone here on our 
panel, Ms. Celani, who has to catch a plane at a certain time. Tell 
me what time that is and I can get you out of here. 

Ms. Ce' ani. I have to get out of here by 3:15. 

Senator Harkin. We will get you out of here by 3:15. We will get 
you on right after the Assistant Secretary. 

I want to welcome you all here today and to thank our witnesses 
for coming on short notice. Today's hearing deals with an issue of 
recognized urgency, namely, food assistance for the homeless. We 
have made several efforts to deal with this issue in the last several 
years and, as Mr. Bode will tell us, much has been done and much 
is being done. I would also note that much remains to be done. 
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We are losing ground. Today's edition of the Washington Post re- 
ported a 20 percent increase in homelessness during the past 
winter alone. Another study by the U.S. Conference of Mayors 
identified families with children as the fastest growing segment of 
homeless individuals. The estimates indicate between 28 and 35 
percent of the homeless are families with children. 

Today's hearing deals with two bills, S. 728 and S. 812,2 b^^h of 
which provide food assistance to the homeless. The main provisions 
are basically the same, expedited food stamp service to the home- 
less and extending the authorization of the appropriation for ad- 
ministrative and storage costs associated with TEFAP. 

The homeless bill has had the bipartisan support of the Senate 
leadership and a similar measure, H.R. 558, has already passed the 
House. 

According to a recent survey by the House Select Committee on 
Hunger, 15 percent of eligible homeless are not receiving food 
stamps. There are indications that many of them are incapable of 
completing the application without assistance. 

The House committee said that 9 percent of the homeless actual- 
ly rely on dumpsters for their principal source of food. Well, this is 
a problem that we are here to deal with. We have a small, but very 
significant part of the homeless bill to deal with today, and we will 
be going to markup tomorrow morning in full committee. 

Again, Secretary Bode, welcome to the subcommittee. Try to get 
through your remarks in 5 to 7 minutes, but take whatever time 
you think is necessary to make your points, and then we will try to 
get on expeditiously. 

Thank you. 

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN VV. BODE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, 
FOOD AND CONSUMER SERVICES, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRl- 
CULTURE 

Mr. Bode. Thank you. I will summarize my comments even fur- 
ther than I had planned to.^ It is a pleasure to be here and I appre- 
ciate the opportunity. 

We feel it is important, in addressing legislation on this subject, 
to bear m mind the complexity of the problems, in that there is a 
significant amount of work underway at this time to assist the 
home ess. The Federal Government helps meet the needs of the 
homeless through a number of programs. 

(toin ^^^^ Federal Government will commit over 

^jbi) million, more than in any previous year, on programs target- 
ed specifically to the homeless. In addition to these, many other ex- 
isting Federal grant and entitlement programs can be used to fund 
State and local efforts to provide services and facilities for the 
homeless. 

State and local governments could also target even more of the 
over $6 billion already available this year through the Community 
Development Block Grant, the Social Services Block Grant, as well 
as other grants, to address the needs of their homeless citizens. 



2 See pp 109 and 1 18 for a reprint of S. 728 and S. 812. 
' See p 25 for the prepared statement of Mr Bode 



ERLC 



6 



3 



In addition, although it is impossible to quantify the spending on 
the homeless, it is very likely that programs such as Food Stamps, 
Supplemental Security Income, Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children, and other such programs provide the largest Federal sup- 
port for that population. 

The Food Stamp Program's regulations have contained no bar- 
riers to participation by homeless persons since 1978. On three oc- 
casions, we have gone back to our regional offices and asked them 
to review this formally with the State, to assure that these sorts of 
barriers that we have heard about, and that I know you have been 
very concerned about. Senator, are not functioning. 

The Homeless Eligibility Clarification Act, approved October 27, 
1985, contained several provisions affecting the food stamp partici- 
pation of homeless persons. In particular, the law provides that 
homeless food stamp recipients may use tlieir food stamps to pur- 
chase prepared meals at authorized public or private nonprofit es- 
tfiblishments which feed homeless persons. A regulation imple- 
menting these provisions was published on March 11 of this year 
and went into effect yesterday. 

The two bills currently being considered by the committee would 
add another definition of the homeless to the Food Stamp Act. This 
would be a different definition than the one contained in the re- 
cently implemented homeless provisions. This new definition is, in 
our view, overly broad, and would include many who are not home- 
less, such as individuals living in temporary arrangements with 
relatives and friends. 

This is especially important. Senator, and I think one of the pri- 
mary points I would like to make is the Food Stamp Program is 
designed to provide benefits quickly to the most needy. Applicant 
households with gross incomes of $150 per month or less, and not 
more than $100 in liquid resources, are eligible for benefits within 
5 calendar days if otherwise eligible. 

Currently, about one-third. Senator, of all applicants receive ex- 
pedited service. Under our current definition, we would expect 
most homeless individuals to meet these criteria and be eligible for 
expedited services. 

One of the provisions of the two proposed bills being considered 
is to expand expedited service to households with combined gross 
income and liquid resources less than monthly rent and utilities. 
This would expand this current definition significantly. It should 
be noted that we have considerable experience where household 
income is less than living costs. These types of situations are error- 
prone because all income and resources have not been reported or 
counted. To be sure, our goal and Congress' goal is to have rapid 
and accurate determinations of program eligiuility in order to 
quickly get benefits to those entitled to them. The Food Stamp Pro- 
gram is, as you know, one of the most responsive of all assistance 
programs. 

On average, applicants receive benefits in less than 20 days. Re- 
grettably, we have evidence that a number of States are experienc- 
ing great difficulty in meeting the present expedited service re- 
quirements. This second addition to the homeless definition, by ex- 
panding expedited service eligibility, would aggravate these prob- 
lems and dilute the effectiveness of expedited services. 
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Senator, I was going to make two other points. The first is that 
we have a particularly notable study underway which addresses 
the homeless and food assistance for the homeless, as well as a 
clearinghouse which we are working on to be of assistance to this 
segment of the population. 

Second, and more importantly for the homeless, the food distri- 
bution program to charitable institutions is a particularly effective 
tool in providing food assistance to homeless individuals. 

I think these programs are well known to you so I will not men- 
tion them here, knowing of your good knowledge of these pro- 
grams. 

Our big concern, if I may say once again, is the significant broad- 
ening of the number of people who will be eligible for expedited 
service. Our fear is that this will aggravate a problem that current- 
ly exists in a number of States, that is, not meeting the present ex- 
pedited service requirements. 

Thank you.. 

Senator Harkin. Well, let us just start right there. What can be 
done about these States? For instance, the court case of harley v. 
Lyng was decided last October, in Pennsylvania. You probably have 
some knowledge of it. 

Mr. Bode. Yes. 

Senator Harkin. Anyway, the Judge found that the undisputed 
record provides over 400 examples of the State agency's dereliction 
of duty. He said it would be unwieldy to detail each of these exam- 
ples and did not do so, but let me just point out one thing here. 

He said these violations that are listed here— and let me just 
read some of them— certain organizations, he said, certain CAO's, 
county assistance offices set a maximum number of applications 
that will be accepted for processing in any day, turning others 
away. Other CAO's set cutoff times, after which they will not 
accept applications, for example, no application will be received 
after 9 a.m. The Eastern District Office posted a sign in the recep- 
tion area explaining that usually no applications will be received 
after 9 a.m., and that agents will not guarantee to see prospective 
applicants who arrive after 8:30 a.m. 

Here is another one: Prospective applicants are given application 
forms and told to take them home and fill them out and mail them 
in. Now, he said these violations not only deny applicants the gen- 
eral right to food stamps, it also impairs plaintiffs particular right 
to expedited issues. 

What do we do about these violations like that? 

Mr. Bode. Senator, I share your concern about it. What I have 
recently done is to discuss the matter with the Secretary, who has 
had a longstanding concern in this general area of degradation of 
services. He urged me to talk with the Inspector General about it, 
and I recently wrote the Inspector General, asking him to specifi- 
cally address concern regarding access to the expedited service effi- 
ciencies. He is now attempting to get a better fix on exactly where 
the problems exist. 

We have recently initiated an effort to quantify the problem and 
to find out exactly where the problem is so we can address it with 
more precise information. In addition, we have gone out to our re- 
gional offices and asked them to work with the States aggressively 
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and pay particular attention, not only to expedited service prob- 
lems, but also problems of negative action in Food Stamp Program 
cases. In such cases someone who is eligible makes application for 
food stamps, they, but through an error, are turned down. 

Now, those two areas are being particularly targeted by our re- 
gional offices who are responsible for reviewing State operations 
and working with the States. We have also brought the problem to 
the attention of the Inspector General for the purpose of his identi- 
fying areas where States are not in compliance with the require- 
ments of the law. 

Senator Harkin. Well, what can you do? Here is a place where 
they say, here is an application, take it home and fill it out and 
mail it in. What can you do about an assistance office that tells 
people that? I mean, what action can you take? Rather than just 
studying it, what action can you take to straighten them out in a 
hurry? 

What if one of my constituents complains to me and says, Sena- 
tor, I work at one of these homeless shelters, and a person came in 
and went down to get food stamps and they said take this applica- 
tion home and mail it, and they don't even have the money for a 
stamp, let alone even know how to fill it out. 

What would I tell a person like that? What action can be taken 
to straighten that out? 

Mr. Bode. Of course, in situations where the law is not being fol- 
lowed, we have the authority to document that as a problem and, 
based on that, we can ultimately withhold administrative funding 
from the State for failing to comply with the requirements of the 
law. That is why one of the key steps for us was to get to the In- 
spector General and say we think we have got some serious prob- 
lems here, let us find out where it is, what the nature of that prob- 
lem is and quantify it and take action. 

Our Regional Administrator has been working with the State of 
Pennsylvania. As I believe you noted in the style of that case, 
USDA was made a party and, as I recall, the case has been settled. 
One of the best attorneys at the Department came up to work for 
the committee. \t was settled, was it not? 

In essence, procedures were modified and 

Senator Harkin. And these problems were taken care of, you 
say, in Pennsylvania? 

Mr. Bode. Yes, sir. I guess my point is that does not mean there 
are no other problems. 

Senator Harkin. I am sure there are. 

Mr. Bode. And that is why we are concerned and have gone out 
to our regions and also gone to the Inspector General. I should also 
* note that we wili be, as soon as we can, providing to the Congress 

the results of a study that we have done on expedited services. 

There again, it will indicate that we have had some significant 
problems with noncompliance with the requirements. 

Senator Harkin. Do you have any evidence at all that the error 
rates of expedited households is any higher than for other house- 
holds? 

Mr. Bode. No, sir, no evidence of that. 
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Senator Harkin. If the error rate then for expedited households 
IS not any higher than for other households, why would we need 
any different type of regulations? 

Mr. Bode. Well, the principal difference here is we are talking 
about expedited service. These households are entitled to assistance 
within 5 calendar days. We are now in a situation where about 
one-third of the food stamp applicants are eligible for this type of 
service. The way it works— it is a simplistic sort of analogy, but in 
essence about one-third of the cases are pulled out of line and 
moved to the front of the line, and that is disruptive. We con- 
cerned that expanding that category to a broader group is going to 
make it even more difficult and dilutes the effectiveness of getting 
the assistance to those with the greatest needs. This is particularly 
true in those States where we have States not meeting the expedit- 
ed service requirement. 

Senator Harkin. Just one last thing, and that is the TEFAP pro- 
gram. I do not know if you addressed it in your prepared state- 
ment. 

Mr. Bode. I did briefly. I guess that was one of the things that I 
really skipped over in trying to summarize my prepared statement. 

Senator Harkin. Let me just take a look at it. We have reports 
that FNS notified States in early January to s' op spending TEFAP 
funds and that no funds would be provided for the third and fourth 
quarters of the fiscal year. Yet, a deferral message was not deliv- 
ered to Cor^ess until late January. Can you address this situa- 
tion? Was this the course of events that took place? 

Mr. Bode. Yes. You may recall, we talked about this a little bit 
when I testified before you at Senate Appropriations and Senator 
Burdick discussed this at some length with me. We had a situation 
where we were concerned that the President's budget indicated 
when it was announced in very early January, that a deferral 
would be requested for TEFAP moneys, as that notice reflects. 

So we immediately went out and alerted the States that a defer- 
ral was anticipated so they would be aware of what the proposal 
was. The formal deferral request was not transmitted until the full 
formal text of the President's budget became available at the end 
of the month. Of course, all of that is now moot since the deferral 
was not well received by Congress and the President signed the bill 
and the moneys were immediately put out to the States. 

Senator Harkin. Were there any disruptions in the programs be- 
cause of the notice to the States? 

Mr. Bode. I think there were certainly some administrative con- 
cerns; meetings and contingency planning which may have been 
disruptive. I have to concede that occurred. I do not think we had a 
situation where there were any commodities which were not dis- 
tributed as planned, and the staff is telling me I am right in that 
recollection. 

Senator Harkii Who sent this notice out? 

Mr. Bode. Well, I must take full responsibility for that, sir, be- 
cause I knew that was intended to be a portion of the President's 
budget submission. It was referred to in the President's budget sub- 
mission of early January, and I was eager for the States to be 
aware of that proposal as soon as possible, so I directed our region- 
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al offices to get that information to the States as quickly as possi- 
ble. 

Senator Harkin. Lastly, what are your views on the cheese pro- 
visions of S. 558? It says the Governors can request surplus cheese. 

Mr. Bode. We do not care for those provisions at all, Senator. 

Senator Harkin. You do not mind them or you do not— I do not 
know what you mean by you do not care for them. 

Mr. Bode. Well, we object to those provisions. 

Senator Harkin. Oh, you object to them. 

Mr. Bode. Yes. The reason is they operate in complete disregard, 
in my view, of the clearly identified displacement facts that are re- 
ferred to in our reports to Congress 

Senator Harkin. Displacement effects? 

Mr. Bode [continuing]. Displacement effects of the cheese distri- 
bution activities. There is always a whole set of economic models 
presented in our report to Congress that indicates cheese distribu- 
tions cause very significant reductions in cheese purchases. That is 
one of the things that the Department is specifically charged with 
preventing in our management of the program under the statute. 

What we have done is to encourage States to reduce eligibility 
for TEFAP so that its eligibility is extended only to the lowest 
income people and also to manage the distributions in a fashion 
which would minimize displacement. 

In essence, we have not gone forward and distributed additional 
cheese because of those displacement concerns. It seems to me that 
displacement is most likely to occur in the States where there is a 
much higher rate of cheese distribution per low-income person or 
cheese going to higher income persons, and that is the situation 
those provisions would get us into. 

Right now, our cheese is distributed according to a formula that 
is based on the number of low-income and unemployed persons in a 
State. I think that is the most equitable sort of situation. 

Senator Harkin. I really do not have anything else, unless you 
have something else. Counsel wants me to ask you why there is 
such a low number of people that participate in TEFAP, 0.1 per- 
cent? 

Mr. Bode. That is the percentage of people receiving TEFAP who 
were homeless, and in part that is because fortunately the situa- 
tion of the homeless in America is of very grave concern. There are 
not as many homeless people and that is why we have less than 1 
percent of the people getting TEFAP who are homeless. 

Senator Harkin. So what you are saying is that 0.1 percent of 
the TEFAP recipients are homeless people? 

Mr. Bode. Yes, sir. 

Senator Harkin. Oh, I see. Well, the way the sentence reads it 
indicates that very few homeless persons participate in TEFAP, the 
0.1 percent is not 0.1 percent of the homeless who are applying. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. Bode. I would like to say, though, that the food distribution 
program to charitable institutions is the commodity assistance pro- 
gram that is most effectively addressing the needs of the homeless. 

Of course, handing someone a block of cheese or a bag of flour is 
not the kind of assistance that is really the most helpful to home- 
less individuals. Instead, the food distribution program to charita- 
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ble institutions, where a warm meal is provided to the homeless in- 
dividual is more helpful. 
Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Harkin. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 

Our next panel is Veronica Celani, commissioner of the Vermont 
Department of Social Welfare, and R. Susan Motley, Executive 
Deputy Administrator for External Affairs, New York City Human 
Resources Administration. 

I understand, Ms. Motley, you are accompanied by Solomon 
Malach, deputy general counsel. New York City Human Resources 
Administration. Thank you very much, both of you, for coming. 

What I plan to do is let Ms. Celani go first for several minutes. 
She has to leave by 3:15. 

Ms. Celani, thank you. By the way, I wanted to apologize for the 
distinguished chairman not being here. Senator Leahy wanted me 
to express his regrets to you, vs he is involved in an extensive hear- 
ing m another committee today and could not make it. 

STATEMENT OF VERONICA H. CELANI, COMMISSIONER, 
VERMONT DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE 
Ms. Celani. Thank you. I understand.* 

I will summarize my prepared statement, even though it is brief, 
and 1 will just hit the high points. Again, I want to thank the sub- 
committee for giving me this opportunity to come before it. 

We concur that this is a poverty related issue that is national in 
scope, and I think it is important that it should be addressed at the 
congressional level. 

Even though Vermont is a very small rural State and we have a 
population of only 550,000 and an unemployment rate that is more 
than 2 points below the national level, we still have a substantial 
problem We find that 1,800 homeless individuals still are search- 
ing for shelter m the State. We can certainly understand the kind 
ot problem that this would entail on the national level. 

We also find that of those that are homeless, that they are no 
longer limited to what tended to be the single male of the popula- 
tion. What we are peeing is families with children, people who are 
younger in age, people who have lost benefits, and these folks are 
not simply people who are connected with substance abuse and 
mental illness. They are the new homeless, people who have no 
jobs, people who cannot find homes, and even so, 70 percent of 
them tend to be from the very State in which chey are homeless. 

w ^ ^^^"sient population that is going from State to State. 

We think that this bill is a very pot^itive approach to the problem 
of the homeless. We feel that the definition of "horrteless'' is all in- 
elusive and we applaud that definition. 

The homeless bill also makes provision for 50 percent Federal 
matching for outreach directed at homeless individuals. We think 
this IS very important. We indeed do think that not getting that 
information out is one of the primary reasons for people not par- 
ticipating m the program, and the fact that there is no one fre- 
quently to help them complete those applications. 

* See p 34 for the prepared statement of Ms, Celani 
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You made the comment about workers handing an application to 
someone, saying go home, fill it out and send it back. The kind of 
complex application process requires more help than that, and the 
complexity gets worse every day. 

Vermont does not anticipate any problem in providing the food 
stamps to the two new expedited service categories no I'^ter than 
the 5 calendar days after the date of application. Given how you 
have raised the issue that States have problems in this area, I 
think it may require some comment on why is it that Vermont 
does not. 

We are small, that is true, and our population that is eligible 
therefore is small. On the other hand, if you look at it proportion- 
ately, we probably have to process as many applications as anyone 
else. 

I think it has to do with an attitude, and one where we take a lot 
of pride in making sure that people receive their benefits in a 
timely manner and they receive it in the amount that thoy are en- 
titled to. 

I think one of the things that makes it increasingly difficult for 
States to approach things in that manner is the fact that there is 
an absolute obsession on the Federal level, with quality control, 
error rates and sanctions, which makes it very difficult to concen- 
trate on what other areas of importance are in the program, things 
like assuring that there is timeliness, that we do extend ourselves 
in making sure that people understand those rules, and that we 
gather all the evidence necessary to help applicants establish eligi- 
bility. In other words, the program is too complex, the paperwork 
is too burdensome, it is too onerous, and people do not understand 
the rules. 

I would also like to point out that the homeless legislation passed 
by the House of Representatives, H.R. 558, a provision was made to 
raise the excess shelter cost limit for households that do not con- 
tain an elderly or disabled member from $149 to $168 monthly. It 
is regrettable that the Senate bill does not ir'^lude this measure. 

In Vermont, our most current data shows that 69 percent of the 
food stamp households have excess shelter costs that exceed the 
present standard. This is a glowing example that illustrates how 
the program has been eroded and has not kept pace with the needs 
of low-income households. This also has a direct bearing on thf* 
homeless issue, as the lack of affordable housing is a big contribu- 
tor to the dramatic increase of homeless individuals. 

Although it is not in my prepared statement, I would like to 
remark that another contributor to the homeless problem is the 
present definition of "household" in the Food Stamp Program, 
There is a disincentive to take in a relat' e or a friend if they are 
homeless if one's food stamps decrease as a result of the income of 
the additional household member or as a result of the income and 
resources of the host household making it impossible for the home- 
less household to receive food stamp benefits. 

If the committee would care to examine this issue, we would rec- 
ommend an economic unit definition of legally liable people com- 
prising the household unit. 

My final comments relate to the increased funding proposed for 
TEFAP with the provision that the amounts appropriated in excess 

J3 




10 



of $50 million be targeted for the homeless. Again, we cannot argue 
with the good intention of this provision, but Vermont does have 
some concerns. 

First, as funding from TEFAP is already inadequate to cover cur- 
rent storage and distribution costs, we would not like to see any 
new allocation formula introduced that could, ir effect, reduce our 
funding below its currenc value. 

Second, we request tl at the targeting of TEFAP funds for the 
homeless not be accompanied by a layer of burdensome supportive 
paperwork, and that the limitations on the use of the funds not be 
so restrictive as to make their use ineffective. 

We want to thank you again for allowing us to come and report 
on this bill. 

Senator Harkin. You do support the bill. You are saying that 
you support the House bill a little bit more, though, right? 
Ms. Celani. Yes. 

Senator Harkin. Thank you very much for coming this distance 
and giving your testimony. 
Ms. Celani. Thank you. 

Senator Harkin. I have just a couple of questions. 

Mr. Bode said, as you heard, that he felt that the best way to get 
food to the homeless was not through the TEFAP Program, which 
of course gives out commodities, but that for a homeless person the 
best source of food is food shelters, places that have feeding pro- 
grams such as soup kitchens. 

What is your response to that? 

Ms. Celani. I think both are necessary. I think that there is a 
fine line between people who are homeless and people who are at 
such subsistence levels already that they are standing in line for 
cheese and rice and whatever else is available, and sometimes that 
little amount makes the difference before they become homeless. 
So I would not make such stringent distinctions as to which line 
they have to stand in to get assistance to help them with their 
problems. 

Senator Harkin. Ms. Celani, we are defining homeless as individ- 
uals or families who have no fixed residence. Homeless does not 
mean they are necessarily out on the street. They may be in tem- 
pc>rary shelters or going from one temporary shelter to another. 
You are saying that in those cases, that maybe TEFAP would be 
all right because they have some place to go? 

Ms. Celani. Ma*iy of them go from one relative or one friend to 
another and then go into a shelter and back out again. It is a very 
precarious existence for many people. 

Senator Harkin. I guess in the extreme, for those that are on the 
streets, obviously the soup kitchen is the best place. 

Ms. Celani. Right. 

Senator Harxin. Vermont does not anticipate any problems with 
providing food stamps to the two new categories in 5 days, correct? 
You dc not foresee any problems there? 

Ms. Celani. No. 

Senator Harkin. I want to ask you about the data on the 69 per- 
cent of the food stamp households having excess shelter costs. That 
is the $149? 

Ms. Celani. That is right. 

H 
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Senator Harkin. What do you think would happen if we raised it 
to $168, what would that 69 percent figure look like? Would that go 
down? 

Ms. Celani. We did not really look at that. When we look at how 
much many of our households spend, some of them spend up to 50 
percent of their income or more on housing, and so I am not sure 
that the 69 percent would improve substantially. On the other 
hand, a little improvement is better than no improvement. 

Senator Harkin. Has the complexity and the pressure of Federal 
sanctions caused Vermont to withhold benefits or slow^ni the issu- 
ance of benefits to participants? 

Ms. Celani. I would say that that is a difficult thing to measure. 
I think it puts a chilling effect, that when you pressure a worker to 
make sure that their error is under 5 percent, that worker is going 
to look two times and three times at something before he feels com- 
fortable in granting, and so although I could not say that a worker 
would willfully thhold benefits on that basis, I definitely think 
there is a chilling effect there. 

Senator Harkin. It is like playing devil's advocate with you. Ob- 
viously, you have to have some way of keeping error rates down. 

Ms. Celani. We do. We have supervisory reviews. We have an in- 
tensive review system, all very much influenced by the degree of 
oversight we have in those area. One of the things we would say is 
that the program needs to be examined in the broader perspective 
in terms of what is intended besides simply $1 or $2 overpayment 
or whatever amount of overpajmient, and that the tolerance level 
of 5 percent in a program of such complexity is highly unrealistic, 
particularly when you compare it to some of the programs that the 
Federal Government administers, whether we are talking about 
the IRS or whether we are talking about Social Security. I would 
like to see what Social Security's error rate is within the frame- 
work of providing benefits to elderly individuals who have very few 
changes in their circumstances. 

Senator Harkin Anything else? 

Ms.. Celani. No. Thank you. 

Senator Harkin. Thank you very much. 

Ms. Celanl Thank you. 

Senator Harkin. Are you going to be OK in making your plane 
back to Vermont? 

Ms. Celani. Yes. I appreciate very much how you are doing this. 

Senator Harkin. R. Susan Motley, we have a copy of your pre- 
pared statement and, without objection, of course, all of the pre- 
pared statement will be made a part of the record. Again, we want 
to thank you for coming today. If you could perhaps summarize, 
your prepared statement, I would be interested in hearing it. 

R. SUSAN MOTLEY, EXECUTIVE DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR, EX- 
TERNAL AFFAIRS, NEW YORK CITY HUMAN RESOURCES AD- 
MINISTRATION 

Ms. Motley. Thank you. Senator Harkin. I will try to abbreviate, 
if not summarize, my prepared statement.^ 



*See p 30 for the prepared statement of Ms Motley 



ERIC 



15 



12 



As you may know, New York City's Human Resources Adminis- 
tration is primarily charged with helping the city's poor and we do 
administer the Food Stamp Program, the emergency and transi- 
tional housing programs for homeless individuals and families, and 
emergency food assistance programs. The Urgent Relief for the 
Homeless Act of 1987, is for us, a very ^ital piece of legislation. 

This is an opportunity for us to tesiify on this legislation, not 
only because the legislation is important, but it is also an opportu- 
nity to help provide a more coordinated approach to the problems 
of the homeless. 

We support the Omnibus bill. Today, I will pay pnecial attention 
to the nutrition section of S. 812. In particular, I want to discuss 
the importance of the Senate including in this bill a provision that 
would require localities to exclude as income the third-party shel- 
ter payments we make to hotels when determining food stamp ben- 
efits levels for homeless families. This provision is of vital impor- 
tance to homeless families and is included in H.R. 558, recently 
passed by the House. 

I also wouH like to discuss, in a very abbreviated way, including 
in this bill a provision to amend Public Law 99-570, the Homeless 
Eligibility Clarification Act of 1986, which allows homeless individ- 
uals to receive food stamps. This law, though well intended, creates 
several severe problems which we believe must be corrected by 
statutory changes. 

New York probably has the largest homeless population in the 
country. We are sheltering each night an average of 10,400 single 
mdividuals in 26 shelters for adults. As of March 1, 1987, our 
homeless families population has grown to 4,781 families of whom 
almost 12,000 are children. This is a very important note. There 
are more children in mr homeless family population than there 
are single individuals in our single shelters. 

• To?A^^^?^-^^^^^ programs for homeless New Yorkers 

IS $240 million, with $115 million going to the program for adults 
and $125 million going to the family program. 

The provision of meals is, by and large, completely different for 
homeless mdivid-^als, compared to homeless families \\\ of our 
adult shelters, fc instance, serve three meals a day, as do some of 
our family centers. However, and unfortunately, nearly 75 percent 
of the homeless families live in hotels. That is about 9,257 children 
living in hotels, which by definition do not have cooking facilities. 

Most of our hotel rooms have small refrigerators. Food must be 
purchased that is already prepared or from small delicatessens. It 
IS far more expensive than going to a supermarket, stocking up on 
bargains and then coming home to a fully equipped kitchen. 

While there are onsite dining programs at two of the largest 
hotels, and in some cases there are soup kitchens within walking 
distance, most homeless families are not ensured three meals a day 
and must rely on a portion of their basic grant, their food stamps, 
their restaurant allowance, and their ingenuity to make it through 
the month. 

Despite the difficulties that homeless families face, a recent deci- 
sion by the U.S. Department of Agriculture has reduced this food 
stamp benefit. We are now required to count the emergency shelter 
grant as income up to an amount equal to the maximum shelter 
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allowance in calculating the food stamp benefits of families living 
in hotels. 

The inclusion of this additional income in the calculation signifi- 
cantly reduces the food stamp benefits for these families. A typical 
family of four has had their benefit reduced from $143 to $62 a 
month. The total loss to these homeless families in New York is $3 
mUlion. 

The USDA policy reversal is both shortsighted and unfair. This 
antifamily USDA policy literally takes food from the mouths of 
babes. The special and unfortunate circumstances of homeless fam- 
ilies are unique. USDA fails to take into account that food prepara- 
tion is simplv not possible for hotel families, and that full food 
stamp benefits are not just appropriate, but vital. 

The USDA third-party ruling is not the only instance where ex- 
isting rules have resulted in the loss of food stamp benefits to 
homelr"=5 families. If you will bear with me for a moment, I would 
like to t'. 1 you the history of the restaurant allowance. 

Ever since we first started placing homeless families in hotels, 
we recogni;;ed that children in homeless families liviiit^ in hotels 
did not receive enoi h food stamps to meet their needs. Tw address 
this concern. New York City decided to supplement their food 
stamp allotment with a restaurant allowance, which is half sup- 
porteid by Federal funds and half supported by State and local 
funds. USDA required that this restaurant allowance, however, 
must be counted as income for the purpose of calculating food 
stamp benefits. The inclusion of the restaurant allowance as addi- 
tional income resulted in a loss of $80 per month in food stamps for 
the families. 

As you know, every $4 in income, you lose $1 in food stamps. In 
1986, the USDA ruling on third-party payments also resulted in a 
loss of food stamp benefits. Because of that ruling, a family of four, 
assuming ono adult and three children, for example, lost $81 per 
month in food stamps. In October 1986, we in New York took 
action to antcliorate the impact of the USDA third-party shelter 
payment decision. We increased the restaurant allowance again for 
hotel families by $36 per month per person for each child and preg- 
nant woman. As a result of this further increase, homeless families 
again suffered a loss in food stamp benefits. The same family of 
four lost an additional $29 per month in food stamps, for a total of 
$110 per month since the USDA ruling. 

Jn New York City, therefore, we have come to recognize how dif- 
ficult it is for hon^eless families to make ends meet. We recognize 
the predicament of a mother living in a hotel room without cooking 
facilities who must, somehow, provide her children with nutritious 
meals. I know many families manage, but without adequate cook- 
ing facilities, other than an illegal hotplate and a skillet, \ye know 
it takes extraordinary organizational and budgetary skills. We 
know that some families are having a hard time stretching their 
food dollars through the month. 

To further assist families when food stamps and restaurant al- 
lowances are not enough. New York City supplements the efforts of 
local soup kitchens and food pantries with the Tempore ' Emer- 
gency Food Assistance Program, known as TEFAP. Through this 
program, this year we will purchase more than $2 million worth of 



ERLC 



14 



food and distribute it to 350 soup kitchens and food pantries 
throughout the city. 

With this background in mind, you may be able to realize the im- 
port^ce of maximizing food stamp benefits for homeless families. I 
would like to touch on, though, the importance of excluding from 
income payments made to third parties for shelter when determin- 
mg a household's food stamp benefit level. 

H.R. 558, the Urgent Relief for the Homeless Act, which has 
been passed by the House, includes a provision to restore food 
stamp benefits to homeless families and their children by not 
counting third-party payments made for temporary housing. We 
strongly support the House language and urge you to incorporate 
this provision into S. 812. 

The House bill clearly states that all payments made for tempo- 
rarily housing persons be excluded as income for the purpose of 
, calculating food stamp benefits. Such temporary housing would 
have to lack either facilities for the preparation and cooking of hot 
meals or the refrigerated storage of food for home consumption. 
Such a change would require that homeless persons temporarily re- 
siding in such facilities would be provided with the increased food 
stamp benefits consistent with their temporarily increased need 
The legislation should also make it clear that such third-party pay- 
ments can be voluntary on the part of the participant. 

When USDA issued its recent policy on third-party shelter pay- 
ments, we wrote to Secretary Lyng requesting him to reverse his 
decision. However, he has disagreed with our opinion and has de- 
clined to change his mind. 

The fair resolution of this problem is to recognize that these 
homeless families lack cooking and storage facilities and should be 
provided with food stamp benefits commensurate with their emer- 
gency and temporary living situations. 

In addition to increasing food stamp resources to homeless fami- 
lies, I would also urge that the rules on the provision of food 
stamps to homeless individuals be improved. As of yesterday, the 
city of New York commenced the processing of applications for 
food stamps by homeless individuals pursuant to the Homeless Eli- 
gibility Clarification Act of 1986, Public Law 99-570. While we are 
fully supportive of the purposes of this legislation, I have grave 
concerns about some unintended effects of this law. 

The law allows homeless individuals residing in nonprofit shel- 
ters to receive food stamps. Shelter operators and other nonprofit 
food providers may request, but not require, homeless individuals 
to use then food stamps voluntarily to help defray the cost of 
meals. The operators must be properly certified, ensure that the 
person presenting the food stamps is a qualified homeless individ- 
ual, and charge no more than the cost of the actual food in the 
meal, not the cost of preparation. I believe these requirements will 
result in confusion and a number of policy and administrative 
problems. 

As you know, as I staged earlier. New York houses about 10,000 
homeless individuals, all of whom are provided thi ee meals a day 
Under the statute, these individuals will also be eligible for a 
monthly food stamp allotment of approximately $81. 
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The procedures for providing prepared meals to the homeless 
under this statute are structured so as to make its implementation 
by either government or not-for-profit organizations difficult, if not 
impossible. If a soup kitchen, for example, charges everyone, in- 
cluding food stamp recipients, it will turn away many truly needy 
individuals. If it charges no one, and asks for voluntary donations 
of food stamps, it will receive very few food stamps with which to 
initiate new food programs on the prospect of a continuing revenue 
stream. Also, determining whether a person requesting meals is an 
eligible member of the homeless will saddle food programs with a 
difficult administrative burden. 

It seems ironic to me that Congress should enact legislation 
greatly liberalizing the availability of food stamps to homeless indi- 
viduals who are already receiving meals in public or private insti- 
tutions, while at the same time the Department of Agriculture has 
moved to significantly reduce the amount of food stamps available 
to homeless families living in so-called welfare hotels. It is impor- 
tant to maximize food stamp resources for both individuals and 
families. 

A direct comparison between the food stamp resources available 
to a homeless individual and a typical family of four highlights the 
difference in policy. As of April 1, 1987, a homeless individual with 
no other income is eligible for $81 in food stamps per month. By 
comparison, a homeless family of four, one adult and three chil- 
dren, living in a hotel, not including the New Y' rk City restaurant 
allowance initialives, receives only $33 in food stamps per month. 
In terms of food stamp benefits only, this works out to 90 cents per 
meal for each homeless individual, compared to 9 cents per meal 
for each homeless family member. The Food Stamp Program is the 
flagship of our nutritional effort^, and yet this is what it has come 
to: A dollar for an adult and a dime for a child. This is hardly equi- 
table. 

There are other issues that I think are important for the home- 
less in New York City that we would like to indicate our position 
on. 

Boih the Senate and the House bills provide extended authoriza- 
tion and funding for the Temporary Emergency Food Assistance 
Act of 1983. We strongly support extension of this program and 
prefer the Senate version, since your bill provides additional fund- 
ing and targets a significant portion of the funding for the home- 
less. Since 1983, we have distributed 100 million pounds of surplus 
commodities to hungry New Yorkers. 

Both bills also provide Federal reimbursement for the provision 
of food stamp outreach to the homeless. We strongly support that 
measure. We also support the Senate's expedited food stamp provi- 
sion and the provision requiring the Secretary to promulgate regu- 
lations on third-party payment exclusions. The provision to expe- 
dite does not affect New York's current procedures, since we cur- 
rently issue ex, ^dited food stamps in less than the 5 days required 
by the bill. 

The House bill contains several other provisions that we think 
should be included in S. 812. Although we support the House provi- 
sion of a national increase in the excess shelter deduction, we 
think it should be determined on a regional basis, since costs vary 
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widely throughout the country. This deduction recognizes that 
income used for housing costs such as rent, utilities, and fuel, 
cannot be spent for food and therefore should be deducted before 
determining food stamp benefits. However, the current deduction, 
even with the proposed increase, is inadequate. 

The House bill also contains provisions to make additional sur- 
plus cheese available to States and an effective date that would im- 
plement the bill sooner than the Senate bill. We support both of 
these provisions. 

I think we have demonstrated that, despite the best intentions, 
conflicting nutrition policies for the homeless have produced unin- 
tended and sometimes detrimental results. Food stamp assistance 
for individuals compared to families is not equitable. Moreover, the 
amount of assistance afforded homeless families who do not have 
their meals provided and do not have kitchen facilities is clearly 
inadequate. Your consideration of the Urgent Relief for the Home- 
less Act of 1987 provides you with the opportunity to ensure that 
all homeless individuals, especially children, are afforded the op- 
portunity to secure adequate nutrition. 

That this Congress is making an early effort through this Urgent 
Relief for the Homeless Act to deal with these problems is good 
news. Those among us who are most in need require our most 
urgent attention. The amendments to S. 812 that I am suggesting 
will help ensure that those needs are addressed in a significant 
way. I urge adoption of the amendments and passage of the bill. 

Thank you. 

Senator Harkin. Thank you very much for a very fine statement 
and for giving us some good information. 

Do you not think most people would find it astounding? I think 
most Americans would find it absolutely astounding that a home- 
less individual with no other income is eligible for $81 in food 
stamps a month, and for a homeless family of four, with no other 
income, living in a hotel room, receives only $33. 

Ms. Motley. That is the direct Federal food stamp allowance 
that would be given to a family living in a hotel in New York City, 
when the compensation is made for the restaurant allowance, 
which is counted as income, and the third-party payment, wb.ch is 
counted as income. 

Senator Harkin. How much is the restaurant allowance? 

Ms. Motley. For a family of four, it is now $256 a month. 

Senator Harkin. $256 a month. And what was the other allow- 
ance? That is the restaurant allowance. V/hat was the other allow- 
ance? 

Ms. Motley. Then we had to do a special restaurant allowance, 
because when we gave them the restaurant allowance, their food 
stamp allowance was reduced. Let me walk yoi\ through an exam- 
ple: 

If a family living in a hotel, a family without income, let's 
assume, would get S223 in food stamps, that is 100 percent Federal 
funded. That is the USDA Food Stamp Program. With a restaurant 
allowance, their food stamp allowance would be reduced to $143. 
That $223 would be reduced to $143. When you count the third- 
party payment and the special restaurant allowance, that same 
food stamp line comes to $33 a month. 
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So every time we have tried to compensate for the unique situa- 
tion of families living in hotels, with no cooking facilities, the 
result of that has been a decrease in the straight food stamp line 
because of how it is calculated. 

Senator Harkin. That is the cost in New York City, obviously? I 
guess my point is that the family, you say, gets only $33 in food 
stamps. You mean their total, plus the restaurant allowance, plus 
the special allowance, so it gets them back up to $256 a month? 

Ms. Motley. It gets them slightly ahead of that. What happens is 
that they have lost in direct Federal food stamp dollars $110 in 
food stamps, and that is 100 percent Federal funding. It is compen- 
sated by the restaurant allowance and the special restaurant allow- 
ance totaling $364, which New York City and New York State pay 
half of. I agree, it is astounding. 

Senator Harkin. If it is half Federal, then that also skews it a 
little bit, too. 

You expressed concern about the potential abuse of the Food 
Stamp Program. You were talking about selling the food stamps to 
participate in these activities. How serious is this problem? 

Ms. Motley. We do not know. The rule was implemented begin- 
ning April 1, 1987, for eligible individuals to receive food stamps. 
As you know, we shelter something over 10,000 individual people 
and they do receive three meals a day. What we are concerned 
about is that that population is in flux all the time. Our number 
goes from about 10,400 to 10,b00 a nigh':. People come in and out of 
our system for shelter. 

The way the provisions are now written— and New York City 
does provide food and we will continue to provide three meals a 
day—it would be very difficult, given how the rule is currently, for 
that homeless individual to use those food stamps, for example, in 
a nonprofit food kitchen, since it is voluntary. Most soup kitchens 
probably would not charge those food stamps because of the admin- 
istrative burden and the fact that they can only charge for the raw 
cost of the food, net preparation, not the donated cost. 

So a homeless individual or any individual would find that there 
might be a market, and there is no way to— it is very difficult to 
identify a homeless person. How do you identify a homeless 
person? They do not walk c^round with a big "H" on them. 

Senator Harkin. You support the cheese program? 

Ms. Motley. Yes. 

Senator Harkin. The provisions of the bill provide for imple- 
menting it sooner. 
Ms. Motley. Yes. 

Senator Harkin. Do you find much of the United States and 
New York City showing offsets, displacements, I guess they call it, 
if you get cheese out then the stores do not sell it? Do you have any 
studies on that at all, or have you done anything on it? 

Ms. Motley. I tnink I am lacking inforiaation, but I do not think 
that we have a problem. 

Senator Harkin. You do not think there is a problem? 

Ms. Motley. No. 

Senator Harkin. I always found it interesting. If you give cheese 
to poor people ^/ho do not have enough money to buy it, how can 
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that displace cheese if they were not going to buy anyway? I 
alway?^ found thpt i:ite.<=*<^ting. 

Ms. Motley, thani: you very )nuch. 

Ms. Motley. Thpi k you. 

Senator Hif*RKiN. We will have a markup tomor'^ow morning and 
we will see ^ oine changes made there in terms of combining soi-ie 
provisions of the House bill. 

Ms. Motley. Good. Thank you very much. 

Senator Harkin. Thank you. 

Next we are going to call Mr. Robert Ff .oh, executive director o^ 
the Food Research and Action Center. 

Before we go ahead, I am going to recesv the coinmittee for just 
about 5 minutes at the most. I have a matter that I have to take 
care of. If we had another Senator here we could gc on, but since 
we do not, we will stand in recess for 5 minutes and I will be right 
ba^ k. 

[Short recess.] 

Senator Harkin. The si'bcommittee will come to • .^der. 
Next, we have Robert x ersh, executive director. Food Research 
and Action Center. 
Go ahead. 

STATEMENT OF ROBERT J. FERSH, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, FOOD 
RESEARCH AND ACTION CENTER, ACCOMPANIED BY SHERI 
VALENTINE, KANSAS CITY, MO, LEGAL AID OF WESTERN MIS- 
SOURI 

Mr. FERSh. Thank }ou, Mr. Chairman. 

I will briefly summarize my lengthy statement.^ 

Accompanying me at the table is Sheri Valentine, from Kansas 
City, MO, and hopefully, with time permitting, she can n ake a 
very brief presentation. 

First, let me compliment you for holding the hearing. We a »3 de- 
lighted to see you in the leadership of this subcommittee and I :pe, 
working with Senator Dole, thiii subcommittee will provide th^ 
kind of leadership we need to help fight hunger and homelessness. 

Senator Harkin. Rob, could you just recap these two bills'' We 
have the House bill. Try to focus on what you think is impo ;:ant 
since tomorrow morning we are going to have a markup. 

Mr. Fersh. Right. 

Senator Harkin. If we do not finish it all here, I will invite you 
to talk with me later or the staff on what provisions you weald 
want to see us try to include in the markup tomorrow. 

Mr. Fersh. Very good. 

Mr. Chairman, there are two key priorities that we feel need tu 
be addressed, in addition to what is already in the bill. One, 
touched on I think very eloquently by Ronnie Celani, from Ver- 
mont, is that there needs to be an increase in the excess shelter 
deduction. This provision passed the House, I would stress, wit^ 
complete bipartisan support. There is a Library of Congress stud 
which shows that shelter deduction should be higher, if you take 
into account the fact that it -vas frozen in 1981 for no reason really 
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other than budgetary reasons, ant! take into account the fact that 
the inflation factor used was wrong. The Library of Congress tells 
us that it should be rightfully up to $168 by now, and we would 
urge you to do whatever you can, understanding your budgetary 
constraints, to raise that shelter cap. 

It is not a panacea. It alone will not end homelessness in Amer- 
ica but, as Ronnie pointed out, every little bit helps. Homelessness 
is usually a matter of resources for people. This is a vary targeted 
provision that provides aid to only people with the highest shelter 
costs; it is only for people with shelter costs that exceed 50 percent 
of their net income. These have to be the people who are the most 
on the brink of becoming homeless. 

One of the things I would urge you to do is not only to take 
measures that help people who are already homeless, but we must 
do something that is a little bit preventive. The homeless popula- 
tion is not static. People move in and out of homelessness everyday, 
and we must take steps that prevent any future people from be- 
coming homeless. 

The second issue that has not been sounded with you all that 
thoroughly, but I would like to lay it out and hope that maybe 
something can be done or certainly flag it for the future, is the 
issue of the household definition. 

We made some changes. Congress did, in 1981 and 1982, that 
probably went too far anc^ may now be contributing to homeless- 
ness in this country. We tightened the household definition to 
assume that certain related individuals are necessarily one food 
stamp household, and what that means right now, Mr. Chairman, 
is that there are many, many families that are doubling and tri- 
pling up because of the crisis in low-income housing. When thev 
double and triple up they not only greatly inconvenience each 
other — you can imagine having to put up people in your own home 
for an extended period of time, imagine now much more difficult 
that is if you are in substandard housing or you are poor— but we 
have added insult to injury by cutting their food stamp benefits in 
many instances, even though these households may in fact pur- 
chase and prepare meals separately.. The bottom line is that we 
went too far in 1981 and 1982. We have been suggesting a partial 
repeal and we have talked with your staff about that so that some 
households, some relatives that now live together, who still pur- 
chase and prepare meals separately, ought to be able to maintain a 
separate food stamp household statu?. 

The problem is that the law now lumps them all in one house- 
hold and the total food stamp benefits they get are cut, and what 
that is is a deterrent for relatives to take in other relatives to live 
with them. And according to a recent mayoral commission in New 
York City, a lead, g cause of homelessness is relatives and friends 
throwing people out of their houses because they cannot afford to 
keep them there any more. And the commission went on to state 
that some of the food stamp policies are contributing to the incen- 
tives to throw people out of the houses. 

So those are the two key items that I would say are not in your 
bill that ought to be there. We certainly support New York City's 
testimony and the House bill that says you need to do something 
about the welfare hotel situation- -that people living in those hotels 
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are homeless, have much higher food costs and are having too 
much income being counted against them for food stamp purposes, 
and that really is something important. 

It would be great for you to do it in committee. It will be in con- 
ference with the House. It is terribly important that something be 
done there. 

We have several other ideas that are in my prepared statement 
that I will not highlight now. 

Senator Harkin. Do you have some examples of changing that 
definition? 

Mr. Fersh. On the household definition I cover our feelings in 
the prepared statement. Mainly there are two points, and that is 
that adult siblings who live together and really ourchase and pre- 
pare meals separately should not be considered one food stamp 
household. They have no obligation to support each other. If one of 
them is poor and he comes in but cannot get the other one to 
apply, he cannot get food stamps. 

There is another situation where there are adult children who 
have their own children living with the grandparents, and if they 
purchase and prepare meals separately they ought to have sepa- 
rate food stamp household status. 

[See pages 60-66 on the term household definition, prepared 
statement of Robert J. Fersh.] 

Senator Harkin. It is amazing how this thing comes full circle. I 
remember when we changed that, when I was on the House side on 
that particular subcommittee. 

Mr. Fersh. Right. 

Senator Harkin. We did not want people getting all these free 
food stamps in these homes because relatives were there, so we 
made that change and now we see chat the opposite thing has hap- 
pened and now people are becoming homeless because of that. It is 
amazmg. 

Go ahead. I am sorry. I must remember to change that. 

Mr. Fersh. Just a few other quick points I will make in the in- 
terest of time. First of all, we strongly support the expedited serv- 
ices provisions. As Mr. Bode indici.*ted, there is no evidence of high 
error rates in expedited service. I am delighted to hoar today that 
the Vermont commissioner and the New York City commissioner 
felt they could handle the problem. 

pbviously, even in 5 days a family can go pretty darn hungry, so 
It IS terribly important that we provide expedited service to people 
who do not have enough money in the bank or coming to pay their 
rent and utilities, because otherwise they are going to spend down 
money for food in the nicrmtime and they cannot pay their rent or 
pay their utilities and they might get evicted or their utilities may 
get closed off. 

On the issue of outreach, I do not know if you can do anything 
about it at this iate date. You have a very limited outreach provi- 
sion. It is only to the homeless. That is in the Senate bill. 

We would recommend, since you want to prevent homelessness 
as well and you want to make sure people are well-fed, there ought 
to be an ability to do outreach to people who go into emergency 
shelters and emergency soup kitchens as well. 
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It is very hard for a State simply to target information only on 
homeless people. It would make sense, and the cost I believe it less 
than $1 million, to allow a little bit broader information to go out. I 
can tell you, as someone that serves on the board of directors of a 
soup kitchen and as a volunteer there on a regular basis, that this 
information is critical. The private sector is not doing it. They are 
doing as much as they can, and it is a private and public sector 
responsibility, but the public sector is not pulling its weight. I can 
tell you a lot more about that, but soup kitchens just are not there 
where people need them. 

We have neighbors trying to shut down our soup kitchen. We 
cannot find another site in the county that wants a soup kitchen 
around there, so you really cannot rely on the private sector to 
give the kind of sustained assistance that low-income people need 
on a regular basis. 

The other item I would simply encourage you to do is with 
regard to the TEFAP Program. I would echo the sentiments of 
other witnesses. The bill that you and Senator Leahy and others 
introduced originally is much stronger. If you require anything 
over $50 million in TEFAP to be targeted only to the homeless 
people, I think you are setting up an administrative nightmare. It 
is not a very sophisticated program where States can monitor ex- 
actly what dollars are spent or not spent on the homeless. It does 
not make sense to me. 

That is the key thrust. I am happy to spend more time v ith you 
and your staff at your convenience. 

I am at this point ready to conclude. I would simply also compli- 
ment you for your line of questioning of Mr. Bode. The issue of bar- 
riers to food stamp participation is extraordinarily important, one 
that I hope this subcommittee will make a priority over the coming 
year. 

I do not know if you are familiar with the GAO report that came 
out in October, that found in a sample of one State, 23 percent of 
the people who were denied food stamps were denied improperly, 
and all the evidence indicates that may be the tip of the iceberg. 

So this issue of access to the Food Stamp Program and other nu- 
trition programs affects homeless people and everyone else and I 
applaud you for following up on that and hope that we can work 
with you on it. 

Senator Harkin. Thank you. I questioned Secretary Bode on that 
before the Appropriations Subcommittee, on which I also serve, 2 
or 3 weeks ago. I was wondering if there was any followup, to 
locate those that were improperly denied and to make restitution. 

I am not certain what the answer was. They said they were 
doing something and I am going to followup and find out just ex- 
actly what they are trying to do. 

Mr. Fersh. Mr. Chairman, I was pleased to h they are making 
efforts now, but it is my belief that, after 6 years of unrelenting 
pressure on waste, fraud, and abuse, with little countervailing con- 
cern for service to people, it has come full circle and because we 
really have such outrageous situations now they are acting. 

I think what you need to know is that all the financial incentives 
right nokv in the law are for, when in doubt, States will deny or 
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delay benefits because there is no penalty for underpaying or deny- 
ing benefits to people and we need to fix that. 

Senator Harkin. Yes, that is one fix that needs to be done, you 
are right. There is a penalty on the other end. 

Mr. Fersh. That is correct. 

Senator Harkin. But they are not penalized if they cut people 
off. 

Mr. Fersh. Even well-intentioned administrators have to eventu- 
ally answer the Governor and the State legislature and that is 
where their energy goes. They become cops, rather than people 
that provide ser/ices to people. 

Senator Harkin. I want to assuro you— I have not announced 
this publicly— this subcommittee is going to be having further 
hearings this year on the whole hunger issue, food stamps, child 
nutrition, and what has happened over the last several years in 
trying to chart a new course for the next 2 to 4 years ahead 

Mr. Fersh. That is terrific. 

Senator Harkin. The first thing to do is to get these homeless 
bills through tomorrow and again we will take your concerns into 
consideration and hopefully there will bt: some changes made as we 
go through markup tomorrow morning. 

Again, Mr. Fersh, thank you very much for your testimony. 

Ms. Valentine, did you have a statement? 

Ms. Valentine. Yes. 

Senator Harkin. I was not aware of that. I am sorry. How long is 
your statement? 
Ms. Valentine. Five minutes. 

Senator Harkin. I only have about 3 minutes left myself. 
Ms. Valentine. OK. May I Just say a few things? 
Senator Harkin. Sure. 

Ms. Valentine. OK. First of all, I work at Legal Services in 
Kansa*; City, MO, and was given permission by my executive direc- 
tor to be here today as our homeless clientele do not have any 
other avenues to pursue. 

I would like to say a little bit about outreach. We have main- 
tained a program, because as a division of Family Services of the 
Department of Social Services in Kansas ' ^v, they have done noth- 
ing 

Senator Harkin. I am sorry. Th'^ . ,king away and if 

I do not go, I am going to miss the r vote. Could you meet with 
my staff afterward? I apologize, bui c e is a vote going on on the 
floor. 

We do have several statements which we will insert in the 
record. 

The subcommittee will adjourn until we meet in full committee 
tomorrow morning to mark up the bill. 
Thank you very much. 

(Whereupon, at 3:55 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject to 
call of the Chair.] ^ 
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APPENDIX 



Opening Statemen'i of 
Senator Tom Hark in 
CHAIRMAN/ Subcommittee on Nutrition and Investigations 
Senate Committee on Agriculture. Nutrition and Forestry 

i want to welcome you all here today and i want to 
particularly thank our witnesses who have come here on such 
short notice to share their knowledge and experiences with 
US. Today's hearing deals with an issue of recognized 

URGENCY -- food ASSISTANCE FOR THE HOMELESS. At FEDERAL. 
STAIE AND LOrAL L^VFL^ WE HAVE MADE SEVERAL EFFORTS 10 DEAL 
WITH THIS ISSUE IN THE LAST SEVERAL YEARS. BOTH PUBLIC AND 
PRIVATE COOPERATION HAS EXPANDED TO ADDRESS THIS PKOBLE-f-'.. /'S 
MR. Bode will tell us this morning, KUCf: mas BEEK DCNL AtiD 
MUCH IS BEING DONE. HOWEVER MUCH REMAINS TO BE DONF. 
NOTWITHSTANr::rr TiirSL EFFORTS/. WE APE LOSING GROUND. 

Tuesday's edition of the Wasijington Post reported a 20 
percent increase in homelessness during this past winter 
ALONE. Unfortunately, and I quote from the artk 

"HOMELESSNESS IS INCREASINGLY A . RODLEM FOR FAMILIES WITH 

CHILDREN." Another siudy by the U.S. Conference of Mayors 

IDENTir'ED THIS AS THE FASTEST GROWING SEGMENT OF HOMELESS 
INDIVIDUALS. ! HAVE SEEN ESTIMATES THAT INDICATE THAT 
BETWEEN 28 AND 35 PERCENT OF THE HOMELESS ARE FAMILIES WiTH 
CHILDREN. 
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According to a survey by the house Select Committee on 
Hunger; h5 percent of eligible homeless are not receiving 

FOOD STAMPS. MANY OF THESE APPARENTLY ARE INCAPABLE OF 
COMPLETING THE APPLICATION FOR FOOD STAMPS WITHOUT 
ASSISTANCE. ThE HOUSE STUDY ALSO SAID THAT 9 PERCENT OF THE 
HOMELESS ACTUALLY RELY ON DUMPSTERS FOR THEIR PRINCIPLE 
SOURCE OF FOOD. SiNCE THE U.S. CONFERENCE ON MAYORS BEGAN 
KEEPING STATISTICS IN 1983, HOMELESSNESS HAS INCREASED AT 

levels panging from 20 percent to 38 percent annually. 

Today's hearing deals with two bills, S. 728 and S. 812. 
both or which provide for food ass stanct to the homeless. 
The main provisions of these bills, which are essentially 

IDENTICAL/ provide FOR EXPEDITED FOOD STAMP SERVICE TO THE 
HOMELESS AND AN EXTENSION OF THE AUTHORIZATION OF THE 
APPROPRIATION FOR AUM I N I S TRAT I VE AND STORAGE COSTS ASSOCIATED 

WITH THE Temporary Emergency Food Assistance Program^ or 
TEFAP. The homeless bill, as all of us here know, has the 

BIPARTISAN SUPPORT OF THE SENATE LEADERSHIP/ AND A SIMILAR 
MEASURE/ H.R. 558/ HAS ALREADY PASSED THE HOUSE. 

We will hear testimony today from the ADMINISTRATION/ 
STATE HUMAN SERVICES OFFICIALS AND A PUBLIC INTEREST GROUP/ 

THE Food Research and Action Center. 1 would ask each 

WITNESS TO LIMIT THEIR ORAL COMMENTS TO FIVE TO SEVEN MINUTES 
SO THAT WE WILL HAVE TIME FOR QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS AND SO 
THOSE WHO HAVE FLIGH'i SCHEDULES AND APPOINTMENTS TO KEEP WILL 
BE ABLE TO DO SO. 
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TESTIMONY OF JOBN tf. BCSB 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR FOGO AMD COMSDMER SERVICES 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICOLTORE 
BEFORE TBE 
SOBCOMMITTEE ON NUTRITION 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE 
APRIL 2, 1987 

Mr. Chairman f and Members of the subcommittee r I appreciate 
the opportunity today to present the Administration's views 
concerning nutrition and the homeless. In particular I will 
address the two bills before your committee: S.812, Nutrition for 
Homeless Individuals Act of 1987 r and S,728. These bills are very 
similar in their provisions for the important issue of assisting 
the homeless. We share your concern about the need to find 
effective ways to provide adequate nutrition for the homeless. 

At the outset/ I would like to observe thac the 
Administration views homelessness as a complex problem best 
handled at the local level — with private. State and federal 
assistance — where the precise dimensions of the problem can be 
determined and where the local government can be flexible in 
meeting the diverse needs of this heterogeneous population. 

Alsor we need to consider this legislation in view of the 
complexity of the problem and what is already being done to assist 
the homeless. The Federal Government helps to meet the needs of 
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the homeless through a number of programs. In Fiscal Year 1987/ 
the Federal Government will commit over $260 million, more than 
in any previous year, on programs targeted specifically to the 
homeless ($115 million for FEMA's emergency food and shelter 
programs, $15 million for HDD's emergency shelter grant and 
transitional housing demonstration programs, over $100 million 
for rental subsidies for the mentally ill, homeless and homeless 
families, $23 million for runaway and homeless youth and nearly 
$10 million in commissary surplus food, equipment and facilities 
for the homeless) . In addition to these, many other existing 
Federal grant and entitlement programs can be used to fund State 
and local efforts to provide services and facilities for the 
homeless. For exdJople, the Community Development Block Grant 
program (CDBG) and the Social Services Block Grant program (SSBG) 
provide funds that States and communities mav use to assist the 
homeless. State and local governments have used aiore than $100 
million in CDBG funds alone to renovate shelters and provide 
support services for the homeless. 

State and local governments could also target even more of 
the over $6 billion already available this year through CDBG, 
SSBG, the Community Service Block Grant, and the Alcohol, Drug 
Abuse, and Mental Health Block Grant to address the needs of 
their homeless citizens. 
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In addition, although it is impossible to quahtify 
spending on the homeless, it is very likely that these programs 



provide the largest source of Federal support for that 
population. Existing programs, such as Pood Stamps, Supplemental 
Security Income, Aid to Families With Dependent Children (AFDC) , 
VA Benefits, and Social Security Retirement and Disability 
Benefits, are currently available to the homeless who meet basic 
eligibility criteria. Clearly, the Pood Stamp Program, which 
serves over 30 million persons a year, can be a very important 
source of assistance. Let me briefly review Food Stamp policy 
and recent legislation concerning the homele:>c population and 
Food Stamps. 

The Food Stamp Program's regulations have contained no 
barriers to participation by homeless persons since 1978. 
Benefits ca»^not be denied because a household lacks a fixed 
residence, nor are cooking facilities required for certification. 
We were concerned that homeless persons and families were 
not getting appropriate access to the important assistance 
availsUDle through the Food Stamp Program. On three occasions (in 
Noveisber 1983, February 1984 and December 1984) we formally 
instructed the FNS Regional Offices to ensure that State agencies 
were complying wlLti policies that would permit eligible homeless 
people to participate in the program. 
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Although the Pood Stainn Program was already serving homeless 
people, Congress included a specific requirement in P.L. 99-198, 
enacted Decen4)er 23, 1985 that State agencies provide a method 
for certifying and issuing food stamps to eligible households 
that do not reside in permanent dwellings or have fixed 
addresses* A regulation implementing this requirement was 
published May 21, 1986. In addition to the statutory change, the 
regulation also prohibited state agencies from denying 
eligibility to homeless persons because they could not verify 
residency. Prior to publication of this regulation (April 1986) , 
we had again directed the Regional Offices to ensure that the 
homeless provisions were being complied with by state agencies. 

The Homeless Eligibility Clarification Act, P.l. 99-570, 
approved October 27, 1986, contained several provisions affecting 
the food stamp participation of homeless persons, in particular, 
the law provides that homeless food stamp recipients (including 
newly eligible residents of temporary shelters for the homeless) 
may use their food stamps to purchase prepared meals at 
authorized public or private non-profit establishments that feed 
homeless persons. A regulation implementing these provisions was 
published March n this year and went into effect yesterday, 
April 1, 1987. 
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The two bills currently being considered by the Committee 
would add another definition for the homeless to the Food Stamp 
Act. This would be a different definition than the one contained 
in the recently implemented homeless provisions- This new 
definition is overly broad and would include many who are not 
homeless, such as individuals living in tenqporary arrangements 
with relatives and friends, while we appreciate the desire to 
clarify policy so the homeless can be effectively helped, we 
sincerely hope that we can work together on the details of the 
definitions so the Program can have a single, coherent definition 
of homeless that will ensure uncon^licated administration of the 
homeless provisions for the Pood Stan^ Program, and better 
targetting of limited Federal resources to the most needy. 

This is especially important for the provision of expedited 
services. The Food Stamp Program is designed to provide benefits 
quickly to the most needy. Applicant households with gross 
incomes of >150 per month or less (as well as destitute migrant 
or seasonal farm workers) and not more than 1100 in liquid 
resources are eligible for benefits within five calendar days if 
otherwise eligible. Currently, slightly over one-third of all 
applicants receive expedited service. Under our current 
definition, we would expect most homeless individuals would meet 
these criteria and be eligible for expedited services. 
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The two bills being considered would expand expedited 
service to two additional groups: 1) First, to all households in 
which all members are homeless and which meet food stamp income 
and resource criteria and 2) second, to households with combined 
gross income and liquid resources less than monthly rent and 
utilities. It should be noted that we have considerable 
experience where household income is less than living costs 
being error-prone because all incoae and resources have not been 
reported or counted. To be sure, our goal and Congress's goal is 
to have rapid and accurate determinations of program eligibility 
in order to quickly get benefits to those entitiled to them. The 
PSP is, as you know, one of the most rapidly responsive of all 
assistance programs. On average, applicant households are 
certified and receive benefits in less than twenty days. 
Regrettably, we have evidence that a number of states are 
experiencing great difficulty in meeting the present expedited 
service requirements. This second addition, by expanding 
expedited service eligibility, would aggravate these problems an/| 
dilute the effectiveness of expedited services. 

The two bills also provide a 50-50 match for outreach for 
the homeless. As you know, we do not feel the need to use 
limited Federal funds to provide information about such a well- 
known and long-established program as food stamps. Informing the 
homeless about programs like food stamps and ensuring they 
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ceceive the benefits for which they are eligible is an inqportant 
area and we strongly believe that States and particularly local 
governnents should be involved* 

There are two in^ortant contributions the Federal Government 
can make. First, the Federal Government can serve as a focal 
point for information and technical assistance to States and 
local communities. The Administration is in the process of 
establishing a clearinghouse to provide help to those interested 
in establishing or expanding shelters and programs for the 
homeless. 

Second r the Federal Government also has an obligation to undertake 
special projects and research on the homeless. We are pleased to 
report to the Committee that the Food and Nutrition Service is 
undertaking such research. We currently have a major survey in 
the field to collect critical data from a nationally 
representative sample of 400 meal/shelter providers and 2,000 
homeless persons located in 20 U.S. cities of more than 100,000 
inhabitants. Federal, State and local offices administering the 
provisions in the 20 cities will also be surveyed. These data 
will be used to v^escribe the characteristics of the homeless 
population, including their participation in the food stamp and 
othet programs and to assess their eating patterns. We have already 
learned quite a bit about this population that can provide 
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practical guidance to program design • We have incorporated our 
knowledge gained so far from interview field tests in the 
development of so:::^ of our recent regulations. We have also 
shared our insights on the population as well as study design 
issues with other agencies including Census and the Veterans 
Administration. A follow-up survey next March will collect 
further information to assess the effects of the Pood Stamp 
Program's prepared meal provisions for the homeless. 

Of course, oth'r USDA programs also assish the homeless. 
Through direct food distribution programs, OSDA provides foods to 
State distributing agencies to help meet many of the nutritional 
needs of the needy. Two such food assistance programs that 
provide assistance co the needy and homeless are (1) the 
Temporary Emergency Pood Assistance Program (TEPAP) and (2) the 
?ood Distribution Program to Charitable Institutions. 

Onder TEPAP, free surplus commodities are distributed to 
needy persons through public and nonprofit organizations. 
Commodities available include nonfat dry milk, cornmeal, flour, 
honey, cheese, rice, and butter. Since the program began in 
1981, over $4 billion worth of dairy and other surplus 
commodities have been provided. The two bills before this 
Committee increase administrative funding for TEPAP by SIO 
million in Piscal year 1987 and S20 million in Piscal Year 1988 
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and targets these additional funds to homeless individuals. 
Unfortunately, providing additional TEPAP administrative funding 
targeted at the homeless is not the best use of funds nor the 
best way to assist the homeless, A recently completed nationally 
representative survey of TEPAP recipients indicated that very few 
homeless persons participate in TEPAP (0,1 percent). 

The needs of the homeless are best met through the Pood 
Distribution Program to Charitable Institutions. The Charitable 
Institutions Program makes commodities available to soup kitchens 
and other congregate meal providers. The meals these 
institutions provide are much better suited to the needs of the 
homeless than TEPAP, which provides bulk commodities intended for 
household preparation and consuipption. In Fiscal Year 1986 ^ 
charitable institutions received about 350 million pounds of 
commodities valued at about $235 million. This included a wide 
variety of commodities, including $100 million of canned and 
frozen beef. Other commodities included all of the items 
available through TEPAP plus spaghetti, macaroni, potatoes, 
and peanut butter. 

That concludes my prepared remarks, Mr. Chairman. I shall 
be happy to respond to your questions. 
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TKSTIKONV ON THE 
Er'Ig RGENCY FOOD ASSISTANCE FOR THE HOM£L£ ^^S_^rT 
S,7:8 

PRESENTED BY VEROmCA H, CELANI , COMMISSIONER 

^'TKHONT DEPARTT-IENT OF SOCIAL wrLrARE 



FIRST, I WANT TO TKANK THE MEMBERS OF THIS COrj^ITTEE FOR 
PROVIDING THE OPPORTUNITY FOR ME TO COME BEFORE VOU IN M': 
CAPACITY AS COMMISSIONER OF SOCIr^L WELFARE FOR VERMONT TO 
PRESENT THE OBSERVATION'S AND CONCERNS OF THE STATE OF VERiMONT 
RELATING TO THIS VERY IMPORTANT PIECE OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION, 
ALTHOUGH THE PLIGHT OF HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS AND FAT-tlLIES liAS 
NOT REACHED THE MAGNITUDE IN VERMONT THAT IS BEING EXPERIENCED 
IN LARGER URBAN AREAS, WE CONCUR THAT THIS IS A POVERTY RELATED 
ISSUE THAT IS NATIONAL IN SCOPE AN'D SHOULD BE ADDRESSED AT THE 
CONGRESSIONAL LEVEL. 

VERMONT IS A SMALL RURAL STATE WITH A POPULATION OF ABOUT 
550,000 PEOPLE AND WITH A TOTAL UNEMPLOYMENT RATE MORE THAN TWO 
POINTS BELOW THE IJATIONAL LEVEL. NEVERTHELESS, A RECENTLY 
COMPLETED STUDY INDICATED, AS A BEST ESTIMATE, THAT IN 19S4, 
DURING ANY GIVEN MONTH THERE WERE APPROXIMATELY 20C HOMELESS IN 
VERI^ONT AND THAT DURING THE CALENDAR YEAR OVER 1,800 HOMELESS 
PEOPLE SEARCHED FOR SHELTER IN THE STATE. 
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Assistance for t.'iC Kcinclcss Act 
April 1987 
Page 2 

THE KEDIA HAS BEEN FOCUSING MORE ATTENTION ON THE HOMELES*^ AS 
THE NUMBERS APPEAR TO BE INCREASING, IT IS DOCUMENTED THAT THE 
NUMBER OF PEOPLE SEEKING SHELTER FROM VOLUNTARY AND PUBLIC 
AGENCIES IS INCREASING, A CURRENT VERMONT I PULATION PROFILE 
OF THE HOMELESS INDICATE THAT WHILE MOST HOMELESS PERSONS ARE 
SINGLE MALES, THE NUMBER OF FAMILIES AND WOMEN ARE INCREASING 
AND THE AVERAGE AGE IS MUCH YOUNGER THAN IN THE PAST, IN FACT 
IN THE EARLY THIRTIES. 

THE HOKEriSS POPULATION HAS LONG BEEN ASSOCIATED WITH SUBSTANCE 
ABUSE AND MENTAL ILLNESS, BUT THE "NEW HOMELESS" ARE PEOPLE WHO 
HAVE LOST THEIR JOBS OR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE OR HAVE LOST THEIR 
RESIDENCES AND ARE UNABLE TO FIND ArFORDABL" HOUSING, WE HAVE 
ALSO DISCOVERED IN VERI-SONT THAT ABOUT 70 PERCENT OF THE 
HOMELESS COKE FROM LOCAL COI^UNITIES WHILE ONLY ABOUT 30 
PERCENT CAN BE CLASSIFIED AS OUT-OF-STATE TRANSIENTS. 

U£ HAVE SO'.AZ VERY POSITIVE THINGS TO SAY ABOUT THIS BILL THAT 
FACES UP TO A VERY REAL NATIONAL PROBLEM. AS MIGHT BE 
EXPECTED, WE ALSO HAVE SOME SUGGESTIONS. I AI-l HEi.E FOR BOTH 
rEASONS . 

THERE HAVE BEEN NUMEROUS AT^'EMPTS TO DEFINE HOPELESSNESS IHE 
DEFINITION THAT APPEARS li THIS PROPOSED LEGISLATION IS VERY 
INCLUSIVE AJ.'D WE THINK THAT IT IS A GOOD ONE. IF HELP IS TO BE 
PROVIDED, ^T BECOMES IMPORTA-NT TO FIRST CLEARLY INDICATE WHOM 
IT IS WE INTEND HELF . THAT HAS BEEN ACCOMPLISHED, 
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ONCE WE KNOW WHO THESE PEOPLE ARE, THEN WE NEED A SYSTEM TO 
LOCATE THEM IN ORDER TO PROVIDE ASSISTANCE. TH^S WOULD HAVE TC 
BE BY A VARIETY OF METHODS OK OUTREACH. VERMONT, LIKE OTHER 
STATES, DOES NOT HAVE THE FINANCIAL R::SCURCES TO WHOLLY FUND 
SUCH AN OUTREACH EFFORT. T.»:IS HOMELESS BILL MAKES PROVISION 
rc: so PERCENT FEDERAL HATCHING FOR OUTREACH DIRECTED AT 
HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS. WE aff PLEASED WTTri TJil.S PHOV:.,:on AND 
CONSIDER IT ANOTHER POSITIVE FACTOR. 

PROGRESSING LOGICALLY, NOW THAT THE rAKTICUI.AR G.^QUP NEEDING 
HELP HAS BEEN DEFINED LOCATED. Tt.E PPObLEM BECOMES ONE OF 

PROVIDING THE NEEDED ASSISTANCE IN A TIMELY MANNER SO THAT THE 
HELP CA14 EE EFFECTIVE. THIS HAS BE:.N ACCOMPLISHED BY THE 
PROVISION FOR EXPEDITED SEkVICE FOR THE HOMELESS A::D TO THOSE 
IN DANGER OF BECOMING HOMELr^SS. 

ver;<o.vt does not anticipate ;^nv pfob .em in fro.:o:!;g '.>:e food 

STAMPS TO THE TO NEW EXPEDITED SERVICE CATEGORIES NO LATER 
THAN FIVE CALENDAR DAYS AFTER T:-E DATE OF APPLICATION. wE ALSO 
RECOGNIZE THAT POLICY PROTECTS A STATE FROM A QUALITY CO.N'TROL 

pa-y>:e.nt error :n ::..-e firs- month of participation w;:EN 

CERTIFICATION IS TF-.W^GH ABBrEVIATED VER-FICA::0N AS IS ALLCWRL 
FOR E..?EDITED SERM::ES. IF THE WAIVEJ VERI FICA-^ION IS .NCT 
PROVIDED IN 3C DAYS, PA.RTICIPATION IN FOOD S:;.v? BKNEFITi^ 
TERMINATES. STATE SYSTEMS ARE ALREADY DESIGNED TO DO T:;IS SO 
THERE WILL BE .NO DANGER OF HOUSEHOLDS WI' • INCOMPLETE 
VERIFICATION CO.nTINUING ON THE PROGPA::. 
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I WOULD ALSO LIKE TO POINT OUT THAT IN THE HOMELESS LEGISLATION 
PASS£D BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, H.R. 5 58,, A PROVISION 
HAS BEEN MADE TO RAISE THE EXCESS SHELTER COST LIMIT FOR 
HOUSEHOLDS THAT DO NOT CONTAIN AN ELDERLY OR DISABLED ^!EMBER 
FROM SI49 TO $168 MONTHLY. IT IS REGRETABLE THAT THE SENATE 
BILL DOES NOT INCLUDE THIS MEASURE. 

IN VERMONT, OUR MOST CURRENT DATA,, WHICH IS FOR JANUARY,, 1987,, 
INDICATES THAT 69% OF THE FOOD STAMP HOUSEHOLDS HAVE EXCESS 
SHELTER COSTS THAT EXCEED THE PRESENT STANDARD. THIS IS A 
GLOWING LXAMPLE THAT ILLUSTRATES HOW THE PROGRAM HAS BEEN 
ERODED AND HAS NOT KEPT PACE WITH THE NEEDS OF LOW-INCOME 
HOUSEHOLDS. THIS ALSO HAS A DIRECT BEARIH^- ON THE HOMELESS 
ISSUE AS THE LACK OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING IS A BIG CONTRIBUTOR TO 
THE DRAMATIC INCREASE OF HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS. 

m FINAL COMMENTS RELATE TO THE INCREASED FUNDING PROPOSED FOR 
THE TEMPORARY EMERGENCY FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (TEFAP) WITH 
THE PROVISION THAT THE AMOUNTS APPROPRIATED IN EXCESS OF 
S50, 000,000 BE TARGETED FOR THE HOMELESS. AGAIN,, WE CANNOT 
ARGUE WITH THE GOOD INTENTION OF THIS PROVISION, BUT VERMONT 
DOES HAVE SOME CONCERNS. 

FIRST,, AS FUNDING FROM TEFAP IS ALREADY INADEQUATE TO COVER 
CURRENT STORAGE AND DISTRIBUTION COSTS, WE WOULD NOT LIKE TO 
SEE ANY NEW ALLOCATION FORMULA INTRODUCED THAT COULD IN EFFECT 
REDUCE OUR FUNDING BELOW ITS CURRENT LEVEL. SECONDLY,, WE 
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REQUEST THAT THE TARGETING OF TEFAP FUNDS rr»R THE HOMELESS NOT 
BE ACCOMPANIED BY A LAYER OF BURDENSOME SUPPORTIVE PAPERWORK, 
AND THAT THE LIMITATIONS ON THE USE OF THE FUNDS NOT BE SO 
RESTRICTIVE AS TO MAKE THEIR USE INEFFECTIVE. 

ONCE AGAIN I WANT TO THANK THE COMT'IITTEE FOR PROVIDING TIME TO 
HEAR THE TESTIMONY FROM THE STATE OF VERI-IONT, WE FULLY SUPPORT 
THE BILL BUT WOULD LIKE IT TO CONTAIN THE SAFEGUARDS I HAVE 
SUGGESTED, 
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I AM R. 9JSAN fDTLEY, EXCCUTIVE DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR FOR EXTtRNAL AFFAIRS OF 
TIC CHY OF m YORK'S HlHAN RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION . WITH ME IS 

80LOMON MW.ACH, DEPUTY GENERA COUNSEL FOR WA. ARE REPRESENTING THE QTY 

OF NEW York on behalf of William Grinker, commissioner of m. on? ag:ncy is 

PRIMARILY CHARGED WITH HELPING THE QTY' S POOR AND AS SUCH WE HAVE IMMEDIATE 
RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE FOOO ST^P PROGRAM, EMERGENCY AND 
TRANSITIONAL HOUSING PROGRAMS FOR HOMaESS INDIVIDUALS AND FAMILIES, AND 
EMERGENCY FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS. THUS. FOR US, "THE URGENT RELIEF FOR THE 
HOMaESS ACT OF 1987" is A VERY VHAL PIECE OF LEGISLATION. 

I WELCOME THIS OPPORTUNITY TO TESTIFY BECAUSE REVIEWIN3 THIS LEGISLATION IS NOT 
ONLY IMPORTANT IN HSELF BUT IT ALLO'»« US TO DEVELOP A COORDINATED APPROACH TO 
THE PROBLEMS OF THE HOMELESS. I THINK YOU WILL SEE FROM MY TESTIMONY THAT 
CWRENT FEDERAL POLICY TOWARDS MEETING THE NUTRITIONAL NEEDS OF THE HOMaESS, 
AS EXPRESSED IN LAW, REGULATION AfC PROPOSED LEGiaATlON, IS NOT COORDINATED 
WITH RESPECT TO THE NEEDS OF INDIVIDUALS COMPARED TO THE NEEDS OF FAMILIES. 

VHILE WE GENERALLY SUPPORT THE OMNIBUS BILL, TODAY I WILL PAY SPECIAL ATTENTION 
TO THE NUTRITION SECTION, S.812. IN PARTICULAR, I WANT TO DISCUSS THE 
IMPORTANCE OF THE SENATE INaiDlNS IN THIS BILL A PROVISION THAT WOULD REQUIRE 
LOCALITIES TO EXCLIBE AS INCOME THE THIRD PARTY SHELTER PAYMENTS WE MAKE TO 
HOTELS WEN DETER1IN8 FOOD STAMP BENEFIT LEVELS FOR HCMELES3 FAMILIcS. THIS 
PROVISION IS OF VITAL IMPORTANCE TO HOMaESS FAMILIES AND IS INuLU)£D IN 
H.R.558, RECENTLY PASSED BY THE HOUSE. I ALSO WANT TO DISCUSS INCLUDIN3 IN 
THIS BILL A PROVISION TO AMEND P.L. 99-570, "THE WMaESS aiGKILTTY 
aARIFICATION ACT OF 1986," WHICH ALLOWS HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS TO REufWE FOOD 
STAMPS. This law, though well intended, creates several severe PROBLEMS, WHICH 
MUST, WE BELIEVE, BE CORRECTED BY STATUTORY CHAMSES. 
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Rackgroi^d 

LET ME FIRST GIVE YOU SOME IDEA OF THE SIZE OF THE HOMELESS POPULATION IN NEW 

York City. As many of you ake aware, we are now shelterins each night an 

AVERAGE OF 10, W SINGLE INDIVIDUALS IN 26 SHELTERS FOR ADU.TS. AS OF ^V,kCH 1. 
1987, OUR EVER EXPANDING POPULATION OF HCMELESS FAMILIES HAS GROWi TO 
4,781 FAMILIES, OF mOM IKSIM ARE CHILDREN. TO HOUSE THESE FAMILIES 
TEMPORARILY, WE HAVE DEVELOPED A NETWORK OF DIRECUY-OPERATED AND CONTRACTED 
FAMILY SHELTERS AND FAMILY CENTERS AS WELL AS 58 HOTELS. THE HOTELS PROVIDE 
SHELTER TO 3,641 FAMILIES INCLUDING 9,257 CHILDREN. THESE NWBERS DO NOT 
INCLUDE THE HUNDREDS OF HOMELESS PERSONS WO ARE SHELTERED BY CHURCHES AND 
SYNAGOGUES. 

The total price tag for our programs for homeless tJEw Yorkers is $2M0 million, 

WITH $115 MILLION GOING 10 THE PROGRAM FOR ADULTS AND $125 MILLION GOING TO THE 
FAMILY PROGRAM. ALMOST $100 MILLION OF THIS COST IS BORNE DIRECTLY PY THE 
TAXPAYERS OF MEW YORK QTY AND THE FEDERAL GOVERtWEHT CONTRIBUTES ABOUT $62 

MILLION. These figures do not include the financial contributions by the 

VOLUNTARY SECTOR. 

The provision of meals is. by and large, completely different for HOMaESS 
individuals compared to HCMELESS FAMILIES. ALL OF OlR ADULT SHELTERS, FOR 
INSTANCE, SERVE THREE MFALS A DAY, AS DO SOME OF OH? FWILY SHELTERS. HOV^VER, 
AND UNFOkTUNATELY, NEARLY 75 PERCENT OF THE HCMELESS FAMILIES LIVE IN HOTELS 
'lOOMS, MHICH, BY DEFINITION, DO NOT HAVE COOKING FACILITIES. 
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ALTHOUGH MOST HOTEL ROCMS ARE EQUIPPED WITH SMALL REFRIGERATORS, FAMILIES 
CANNOT BUY FOOD IN ECONOMItAL QUANTITIES m COOK IT IN THEIR ROOMS. FOOD MUST 
BE PURCHASED ALREADY PREPARED, USUALLY FRCM LOCAL DELICATESSENS, OR FRCM 
RESTAURANTS. BOTH OPTIONS AS WE ALL KNOW, ARE FAR MORE EXPENJ-IVE THAN THE 
ALTERNATIVE DF GOING TO A SUPERMARKET, STOCKING UP ON BARGAINS, AND THEN COMING 
HCflE TO A FULLY-EQUIPPED KITC.O. WNlLE THERE ARE ON-SITE DINING PROGRAMS AT 
TWO DF THE LARGEST HOTELS, AND 1,; SCHP CASES, THERE ARE SCUP JCI. CHENS WITHIN 
WALKING DISTANCE OF HOTELS, MOST HOMELESS FAMILIES ARE NOT ENSURED THREE MEALS 
A DAY AND MUST RELY ON A PORTION OF THEIR BASIC GRANT, THEIR FOOD STAMPS, THEIR 
RESTAURANT ALLOWANCE, AND THEIR INGENUITY TO GET THROUGH THE MONTH. 

DESPITE THE DIFFICULTIES THAT HOMELESS F/HILIES FACE, A RECENT DECISION BY THE 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF /^RICULTURE (USOA) HA'' REDXEO THEIR FOOD STAMP BENEFITS. 
In LATE 1986, A«-TER DECIDING THAT IT HAD BlLN INCORRECTLY INTERPRETING ITS 
OW REGULATIONS, THE USDA ORDERED NEW YORK STATE TO BEGIN COUNTa^O AS INCOME 
THE FUNDS PAID TO THIRD-PARTIEC SUCH AS HOTELS WHEN DETERMINING FOOD STAMP 
BENEFITS. ALONG WITH THE STATE, WE HAVE BEEN ASKING USDA TO CHANGE ITS 
DECISION EVER SINCE. 

DJDER THE NEW INTERPRETATION, WE ARE NOW REQUIRED TO COUNl THE EMERGENCY 

Shelter Grant as income up to an amount equal to the maximih shelter allowance 

IN CALCULATING THE FOOD STAMP BENEFITS Of FAMILIES LIVING IN HOTELS. THE 
iNaUSION OF THIS ADDITIONAL INCOME IN THE CALCULATION SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCES 
FOOJ STAMP BENEFITS FOR THESE FAMILIES: A TYPICAL FAMILY OF FOU? HAS HAD THEIR 
BENEFIT REDLCED FROM $143 TO $62 A MONTH. THE TOTAL LOSS TO THESE H^ELESS 
FAMILIES IN f^CWYORK IS $3 MILLION. 
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The IB»\ paicY reversal is both short-sighted and unfair. This anu-fahily 
\B\^ POLICE literally takes food from the mouths of babes- The special and 

UNFORTUNATE CIRClHSTANCES OF HCMELESS FAMILIES ARE UNIOUC. USCV^ FAILS TO TAKE 
INTO ACCOUNT THAT FOOD PREPARATION IS SIMPLY NOT POSdICLE FOR HOTEL FAMILIES, 
AND THAT FULL FOOD STA^^P BENEFITS ARE NOT JUST APPROPRIATE, BUT VITAL. 

The USDA third party ruling is not the only instance where existk^g rules have 
resulted in the loss of food stamp benefits to hcmeless families. let me tell 
you about the history of the restaurant alowance. ever since we first started 

PLACINS H01ELESS FAMILIES IN HOTELS, WE RECOGUnFO THAT CHILDREN IN HCMELESS 
FAMILIES LIVING IN HOTELS DID NOT RECEIVE ENOUGH FOOD STAMPS TO MEET THEIR 
NEEDS. TO ADDRESS THIS CONCERN, NEW YORK ClT^ DECIDED TO SUPPLEMENT THEIR FCCD 
ST;MP allotment with a restaurant ALLOWANCE, WHICH IS HALF SUPPORTED BY FEDERAL 
FUNDS AND HAlf SUPPORTED BY STATE AND LOCAL FUNDS. IBDA REQUIRED THAT THIS 
RESTAURANT ALLOWANCE, HOWEVER, MUST BE COUNTED AS INCOME FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
CALCULATINS FOOD STAMP BENEFITS. THE INCLUSION OF THE RESTAURANT ALLOWANCE AS 
ADDITIONAL INCOME RESULTED IN A LOSS OF $80 PER MONTH IN FOOD STAMPS FOR THE 



Then, in 1966, the UBCy\ ruling ofi third ^arty payments also resulted in a loss 

OF food stamp benefits, because of that ftULlNS, A FAMILY OF FOdR (ONE ADULT 
AND THREE CHILDREN), FOR EXAMPLE, LOST $81 PER MONTH IN FOOD STAMPS. IN 
(XTOBER, 1986, WE TOOK ACTION TO AMELIORATE THE IMPACT OF THE USDA THIRD PARTY 
SHELTER PAYMENT DECISION. INCREASED THE RESTAURANT ALLOWANCE AGAIN FOR 
HOia F^IILIES BY $36 PER MONTH PER PERSON FOR EACH CHILD AND PREGNANT WCMAN. 
As A RESULT OF THIS FURTHER INCREASE, HOMELESS FAMILIES AGAIN SUFFERED A LOSS 
IN FOOD STW1P BENEFITS: THE SAME FAMILY OF FOUR LOST AN ADDITIONAL $29 PER 
MONTH IN FOOD STAMPS, FOR A TOTAL LOSS OF $110 PER MONTH SINCE THE USCV^ RULING. 



FAMILIES. 
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K)REWER, I BELIEVE IT IS RELEVANT TO NOTE THAT MOST EXPERTS ON HUNSER IN THIS 
NATION HAVE STRESSED THAT THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM HAS NOT KEPT UP WITH FOOO 

COSTS. The Physician's Task Force that toured the country iuo years ago to 

ASCERTAIN IWETHER THERE WAS SIGNIFICANT EVIDENCE OF HUNGER, ESTIMATED THAT AT 
LEAST 20 MILLION AMCRlCA^iS WERE AFFECTED BY HUNGER. LOCAL SOUP KITCHENS AND 
FOOD PANTRIES EGTIMAlt THEY SERVE 250,000 PERSONS A MONTH. AND SO, TO REDUCE 
THE BENEFITS OF HCMELESS FAMILIES, THOSE MOST AT RISK - 75 PERCENT OF WHCH ARE 
CHILDREN - SEEMS DOUBLY CRUEL 'HO SHORT-SIGHTED. I'M SURE THIS WAS NOT THE 
INTENTION OF THE USEy\'S ACTION BUT, UNFORTUNATELY, IT IS THE END RESULT. 

IN NEW York City, therefore, we have come to recognize how difficult it is ^or 

HOMELESS FAMILIES TC MAKE ENDS MEET. Wt RECOGNIZE THE PREDICAMENT OF A MOTHER 
LIVING IN A HOTEL ROOM WITHOUT COOKING FACILITIES WHO MUST, SOMEHOW, PROVIDE 
HER CHILDREN WITH NUTRITIOUS MEAL?. I KNOW MANY FAMILIES MANAGE, BUT WITHOUT 
ADEQUATE COOKING FACILITIES, OTHER fHAN AN ILLEGAL HOTPLATE AND ONE POT, WE 
KNOW IT TAKES EXTRAORDINARY ORGANIZATIONAL AND BUDGETARY SKILLS, KNOW THAT 
SOME FAMILIES ARE HAVING A HARD HME STRETCHING THFIR FOOD DOLLARS THROUGH THE 
MONTH.. 

To FURTHER ASSIST FAMILIES WHEN FOOD STAMPS AND RESTAURANT ALLOWANCES ARE NOT 

ENOUGH, MEW York City supplements the efforts of local soup kitchens and food 

PANTRIES WITH THE TEMPORARY EMERGENCY FODD ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (TEFAP). 

Through this program, this year we will purchase more than $2 million worth of 

FOOD AND DISTRIBUTE H TO 350 SOUP KITCHENS AND FOOD PANTRIES ACROSS THE CiTY. 

WITH THIS BACKGROUND IN MIND, YOU MAY BE ABLE TO REALIZE THE IMPORTANCE OF 
MAXIMIZING FOOD STAMP BENEFITS FOR HOMELESS FAMILIES. FOR THE NEXT PORTION OF 
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MY TESTWONY, I WANT TO ADDRESS THE IMPORTANCE OF EXCLUDINS FRCM INCOME 
PAYMENTS MADE TO THIRD- PARTIES FOR SHELTER MHEN DETERMINING A HOUSEHOLD'S FOOD 
ST/WP BENEFIT LEi^EL. 

Third Party Payments for SHEiTEr^iNG Homeless Families 

H.R.568. "Urgent Relief for the homeless A:t", which has been passed by House, 

INCLUDES A provision TO RESTORE FOOD STAMP BENEFITS TO HOMELESS FAMILIES AhD 

their children by not counting third party payments made for temporary 
housing. strongly support the hciuse language and urge you to incorporate 
this provision into s.812. 

The House bill clearly states that all payments made for temporarily housing 
persons be exaudeo as income for the purpose of calculating food stwp 

BENEFITS. Such temporary HOUSING WOULD HAVE TC LACK EITHER FACP ITIES FOR THE 
PREPARATION^ AND COOKING OF HOT MEALS OR THE REFRIGERATED STORAGE CF FOOD FOR 
HOME CONSUMPTION. SUCH A CHANGE WOULD REQUIRE THAT HOMELESS PERSONS 
TEMPORARILY RESIDING IN SUCH FAClLITIES WOULD BE PROVIDED WITH THE INCREASED 
FOOD STAMP BENEFITS CONSISTENT WITH THEIR TEMPORARILY INCREASED NEED. THE 
LEGISLATION SHOULD ALSO MAKE IT CLEAR THAT SUCH THIRD PARTY PAYMENTS CAN BE 
VOLUNTARY ON THE PART OF THE PARTICIPANT. 

UHEN USDA ISSUED ITS RECENT POLICY ON THIRD PARTY SHELTER PAYMENTS, WE WROTE TO 
SECRETARY LYNG REQUESTING HIM TO REVERSE HIS DECISION. IN OUR OPINION, USO\'S 
CHANGE JH raiCY IS NOT MANDATED BY STATUTE (7 U.S.C. 2014). HOWEVER, HE 
DISAGPf.ES WITH OUR OPINION AND HAS DECLINED TO CHANGE HIS MIND. 
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HIS PROBLEM IS TO RECOGNIZE THAT THESF HO'.q gjSS 



FAMILIES LACK COOKING AN D STORAGE FACILITIES AND SHOULD BE PROVIDED WITH FOOD 
STAMP RFNFFITS COMMENSURATE WITH THEIR EMERrNCY AND TEMPORARY LIVING 
SITUATIONS. 

FOOD STAMPS FOR HOMELESS TNOWTDHALS 

In ADDHION to increasing food stamp RESOURCES TO HOMELESS FAMILIES, I WOULD 
ALSO URGE THAT THE RULES ON THE PROVISION OF fOOD STAMPS TO HOMELESS 
INDIVIDUALS BE IMPROVED. AS OF YESTERDAY, THE DTY OF ftW YORK COMMENCED THE 
PROCESSING OF APPLICATIONS FOR FOOD STAMPS BY HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS PLIRSUANT TO 
THE "HOMELESS aiGIBlLlTY aARIFICATlON A:t OF 1966", P.L. 99-570. WHILE I AM 
FULLY SUPPORTIVE OF THE PURPOSES OF THIS LEGISLATION, I HAVE GRAVE CONCERNS 
ABOUT SOME UNINTENDED EFFECTS OF THIS LAW, WHICH I BELIEVE REQUIRE CONGRESSES 
ATTENTION AND REMEDIAL ACTION. 

The law ALLOWS homeless individuals RESIDING IN NONPRCFIT SHELTERS TO RECEIVE 
FOOD STAMPS. SHELTER OPF.RATORS AND OTHER NONPROFIT FOOD PROVIDERS MAY REQUEST, 
BUr NOT REOUXRt, HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS TO USE THEIR FOOD STAMPS VaUNTARlLY TO 
HELP DEFRAY THE COST OF THE MEALS. THE OPERATORS MUST BE PROPERLY CERTIFIED, 
ENSURE THAT THE PERSON PRESENTING THE FOOD STAMPS IS A QUALIFIED "HOMELESS" 
INDIVIDUAL AND CHARGE NO HORE THAN THE COST OF THE M'TUAL FOOD .N THE ME^il, NOT 

the cost of preparation. i believe these requirements will result in confusion 
am) a nu1p'"r or policy and administrative pro^-lems. 

The most apparent problem is the potent, .i for misuse of the food stamp 

PR06PAM. As I HAVE INDICATID, WE PROVIDE SHELTER ON A DAILY BASIS TO CNiti 
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10,000 homeless individuals, all of whom are provided three meals a day. under 
the statute, these individuals will also be eligible for a month.y food stamp 
allotment of approximately $81. by providing no restriction or mechanism to 
channel the use of these fox st^ps, i greatly fear that scme shelter 
residents may sell their food stamps. while we will take every responsible 
measihe to contrx such activity, i believe that the problem is of concern and 
therefore should be addressed by this commhtee. 

Perhaps more importantly, the procedures for providing prepared meals to the 

HOMELESS WDER THIS STATUTE ARE STRLi^tuRED SO 'aS TO MAKE ITS IMPLEMENTATION BY 
EITHER GOVERWENT OR NOT-FOR-PROFIT ^ANIZATIONS DIFFICULT, IF NOT 
IMPOSSIBLE. If a soup KITCHEN, FOR EXAMPLE, UlARGES EVERYONE. INCLUDING FOOD 
STWP RECIPIENTS, IT WILL TURN AWAY MANY TRUELY NEEDY INDIVIDUALS. IF IT 
CHARGES NO ONE, AND ASKS FOR VOLUNTARY DONATIONS OF FOOD STAMPS, IT WILL 
RECEIVE VERY FEW FOOD STAMPS WITH V^ICH TO INliIATE NEW FOvX) PROGRAMS ON THE 
PROSPECT Cr A CONTINUING REVENUE STREAM. ALSO, DETERMINING WHETHER A PERSON 
REQUESTING MEALS IS AN ELIGIBLE MEMBER OF THE "HCMELESS." WILL SADDLE FOOD 
PROGRAMS WITH A DIFFICULT ADMINISTRATIVE BIDDEN. 

SEVERAL IMMEDIATE STEPS CAN BE TAKEN TO AMEND THIS HrtOGRAM TO ACHIEVE WHAT I 
BELIEVE ARE HS I^^TENDED RESULTS. FIRST, MEASURES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED TO CURB 
THE LARGE POTENT/a FOR ABUSE BY INDIVIDUALS ALREADY RECEIVING THREE MEALS A 

DAY. For example, food stamps given to clients mo are residing in such 

INSTITUTIONS COULD BE SPECIALLY DESIGNATED SO THAT THEY WOaO BE SPENDABLE 
IN A PROGR^ SPECIFICALLY DESIGNED TO PROVIDE FOOD TO THE HCMELESS- SUCH A 
MEASURE COULD SIGNIFICANTLY CURB POTENTIAL ABUSE MY MAKING SUCH FOOD STAMPS 
LESS MARKETABLE ON THE STREET, WHILE AT THE SAME TIME ENSURING THEIR 
AVAILA8ILITITY AS A RESOIRCE FOR THE HOMELESS. WHILE THIS IS ONLY ONE 
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SUGGESTION WHICH MAY OR MAY NOT PROVE FEASIBLE IN PRACTICE, OONSRESS MUST 
SOUARELY AOORESS THIS ISSUE AND PROPOSE SOME MEASURES WICH WILL PRESERVE THE 
INTEGRITY OF PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM. A.SO, ANY SHELTER OR 
OTHER PROVIDER OF EIRVICES TO THE HOMELESS SHOULO BE ALLOWEO TO HAVE THE OPTION 
OF BECOMING A "REPRESENTATIVE PAYEE" FOR FOOD STAMPS IF Su OESIGNATEO BY A 
HOMELESS aiENT, 

Next, the legislation should be amendeo to allow a provider of prepared meals 

TO BLSmL FOOD STAMP RECIPIENTS TO USE THEIR FOOD STAMPS WILE PROVIDING FOOD 

without char(;e to non-recipients. 

MDREOVER, the statute should be amended to allow shelters AND SOUP KITCHENS TO 
CHARGE FOR THE FULL COST OF PREPARED MEALS, RATHER T^AN THE CCMPONENl RAW 
FOODS, In this manner, A PRIVATE ORGANIZATION OR L^>CAL GOVERWENT CAN CREATE 
NEW FOOD PROGRAMS FOR THE HOMELESS, WHICH COULD PROVIDE A NEW, SELF-SUSTAINING 
RESOURCE TO MEET THE FOOD NEEDS OF THE HOMELESS, 

It SEEMS IRONIC TO ME THAT CONGRESS SHOULO ENACT LEGISLATION GREATLY 
LIBERALIZING THE AVAILABILITY OF FOOD STAMPS TO HOM^ESS INDIVIDULAls WHO ARE 
ALREADY RECLIVINS MEALS IN PUBLIC OR PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WHILE AT THE SAME 
TIME THE DEPARTMENT OF A5RICULTURE HAS MOVED TO SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCE THE AMOUNT 
OF FOOD STAMPS AVAILABLE TO HOMELESS FAMILIES LIVIN3 IN SO-CALLED "WELFARE 
hotels". I THINK IT r .^TANT TO MAXIMIZE FOOD STAMP RESOURCES FOR BOTH 
INOIVIDUAIS AND FAMILIES. 

A DIRECT COMPARISON BETWEEN THE FOOD STAMP RESOll?CES AVAII ABLE TO A HOMELESS 
INDIVIDUAL AND A TYPICAL FAMILY OF FOUR HIGHLIGHTS THE DIFFERENCE IN POLICY. 
AS OF APRIL 1, 1987, A HOMELESS INDIVIDUAL WITH NO OTHER INCOME IS ELIGIBLE FOR 
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$81 l: food stamps per month. By ccmparison, a homeless family of four (one 

ADULT ANO mil CHILOREN) LIVING IN A HOTEL, NOT INCLUDING THE UiU YORK CITY 
RESTAURANT ALLOWANCE INITIATIVES, RECEIVES OM.Y $33 IN FOOD STWPS PER MONTH, 
1»: TERMS OF FOOD STAMP BENEFITS ONLY, THIS WORKS OUT TO X CENTS PER MEAL FOR 
EACH HOMELESS IfOIVIDUAL COMPARED TO 9 CENTS PER MEAL FOR EACH HOMELESS FAMILY 
MEMBER, The FOOO STAMP PROGRAM IS THE aAGSHIP OF OUR NUTRITIONAL EFFORTS, m 
YET THIS IS WHAT H HAS COME TO: A COLLAR FOR AN ADXT ANO A DIME FOR A 

CHILD. This is hardly equitable. 

O THER NUTRITION PROVISIONS 

ALTHOUGH THE ISSUES I HAVE BEEN DISCUSSING ARE OF PRIMARY IMPORTANCE TO THE 
HOMELESS IN NEW YORK CITY, I ALSO WANT TO INDICATE MY POSITION ON OTHER 
NUTRITION PROVISIONS IN S.812 AND H.R.568. 

BOTH THE SENATE AM) THE HDUSE BILLS PROVIDE EXTEW)ED AUTHORIZATION AND FUNDING 
FOR THE TEMPORARY EMERGENCY FOOO ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1983. STR0rK5LY SUPPORT 
EXTLNSION OF THIS PROGR/W AM) PREFER THE SE.MTE VERSION SINCE YOll? BILL 
PROVIDES ADDITIONAL FUNDING A.NO TARGETS A SIGNIFICANT PORTION OF THE FUNDING 
FOR m HOMELESS. SINCE 1983. WE HAVE OISTRIBUTEO 100 MILLION POUfOS OF 
SURPLUS COMHOOITiLS TO HUNGRY tlM YORKERS. 

BOTH BILLS ALSO PROVIDE FtOERAL REIMBURSEMENT FOR THE PROVISION OF FOOD STAMP 
OUTREACH TO THE HOMaESS, WE STRONGLY SUPPORT THAT MEASURE, IT WOULO 
ALLOW US TO EXPAM) OUR EXISTING OUTREACH ACTIVITIES TO TARGET THE HOMELESS. 
ESTIMATE THAT ABOUT HALF OF THE YORKERS LIVING IN roVERTY 00 NOT 
PARTICIPATE IN THE FOOO STAMP PROGRAM. 
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V£ ALSO SUPPORT THE SENATE'S EXPEDITED FOOD ST/IMP PRWISION AJO THE 
PROVISION REQUIRING THE SECRETARY TO PROMULGATE REGULATIONS (T THIRD PARTY 
PAYWEKT EXaUSlONS. THE PROVISION TO EXPEDITE DOES NOT EFFECT OH? CURRENT 
PROCEDIFES, SINCE UE CURRENUY IS:>UE EXPEDHED FOOD STAMPS IN LESS THAN THE 
FIVE DAYS REQUIRED BY THE BILL. 

The tt)USE bill contains several other provisions that UE THINK ?HOULO BE 

XNauoEO IN S.812. Although ue support the K)Use prwision of a nations 

INCREASE IN THE EXCESS SHELTER DEDUCTION, UE THINK IT SHOULD BE DETERMINED ON A 
REGIONAL BASIS, SINCE COSTS VARY WIDELY THROUGHOUT THE COUNTRY. THIS DEDXTION 
RECOGNIZES THAT INCOME USED FOR HOUSING COSTS SUCH AS RENT, UTLHIES AND FUEL 
CANNOT BE SPENT FOR FOOD M€ THEREFORE SHOULD BE DE:XTED BEFORE DETEFHININS 
FOOD STAMP BENEFITS. HOUEVEh. THE CURRENT DEDUCTION, EVEN VflTH THE PROPOSED 
INCREASE, IS INAOFOUATE. BECAUSE HOUSING COSTS HAVE BEEN RISIN5. NEARLY 3M 
PERCENT OF THE NATION'S FOOD STAMP HOUSEHOLDS HAVE HOUSING EXPENSES GREATER 
THAN THE EXCESS SHELTER DEDUCTION. 

M)REOVER, THE HOUSE BILL CONTAINS PROVISIONS TO HAKE ADDITIONAL SURPLUS CHEESE 
AVAILABLE TO STA1ES AND AN FECTIVE DATE THAT WOULD IMPLEMENT THE BILL SOONER 
THAN THE SENATE BILL. WE SUPPORT BO;h OF THESE PROVISIONS. 

I THINK UE HAVE DEMl "ATED THAT, DESPITE THE BEST INTENTIONS, CONFLICTING 
NUTRITION PaiCIES FOR THC HOMELESS HAVE PRODlCEO IMINTENDED A^C DETRIMENTAL 
RESULTS. FOOD STAMP ASSISTANCE FOIx IN0IV2)UALS COMPARED TO FAMILIES IS NOT 
EQUITABLE. ht)REOVER, THE AMOIWT OF ASSISTANCE AFFORDED HCMELESS F^ILIES WHO 
DO NOT HAVE THEIR MEALS PROVIDED AND DO NOT HAVE KITC^CN FACILITIES IS CLEARLY 
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INADEQUATE. YOUR CONSIDERATION OF THE "THE URGENT RELIEF FOR THE HOMELESS ACT 
OF 1987" PROVIDES YOU WITH THE OPPORTUNITY TO ENSURE THAT ALL HOMELESS 
INDIVIDUALS, ESPECIALLY CHILD'" £N, ARE AFFORDED THE OPPORTUNITY TO SECURE 
ADEQUATE NUTRITION. 

On February lO, 1987, Commissioner Grinker testified in support of H.R.177 
BEFORE tk" Subcommittee on domestic marketihs, Oonsiher Relations ant Nutrition 
of THE House A3ricultu:^e Oommihee. he urged that legislation be adopted that 
ensures that hcmeless persons are provided the opportunity to obtain adequate 
nutrition. The provisions of H.R.177, including the provision requiring third 

party shelter payments to be EXaUOED FOR IRPOSES OF DETERMINING FOX STAMP 
BENEFITS FOR HOMELESS FAMILIES, HAVE BEEN INCDRPORATEO INTO H.R.558. FOR YOU 
TO iNaUOE THESE PROVISION IN THE SENATE VERSION OF THIS MAJOR PIECE OF BI- 
PARTISAN LEGISLATION FOR THE HOMaESS IS ESSENTIAL. AS CHAIRMAN PANEHA STATED 
IN THANKING OMIISSIONER GRINKER FOR HIS TESTIMONY, "ALTHOUGH NUTRITION IS 
SIMPLY A 'life line* WHILE WE WORK TO aiMINATE THE BASIC PROBLEMS IHICH CREATE 
HCMLESSNESS, PROVIDING ADEQUATE NUTRIT:0N TO THE HOMELESS IS THE BARE MINIMIS 
VWCH l£ MUST 00 IF WE DESERVE TO Bf CALLED A HUMANE SOCIETY." I 

wholeueartedly agree. 

That this Congress is making an early effort through this "Urgent relief for 

THE HCMELESS ACT* TO DEAL WITH THESE PROBLEMS IS GOOD NEWS INDEED. THOSF AMONG 
US IHO ARE MOST IN NEED REQUIRE OUR MOST URGFNT AHENTION THE AMENDMENTS TO 
S.812 THAT I AH SUGGESTING WILL HELP ENSURE THAT THOSE NEEDS ARE ADDRESSED IN A 
SIGNIFICANT WAY. I URGE ADOPTION OF THE AMENDMENTS AND PASSAGE OF THE BILL. 
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Good Morning. My name is Robert Fersh, and I an the 
executive director of the Food Research and Action Center here in 
Washington. FIVC, as we are coninonly called, is an organization 
that works to alleviate hunger and poverty m the United States. 
We work on many different levels, but our particular area of 
expertise is federal food assistance programs. 

My primary role today is to present our views on the pending 
initiative to address the nutrition needs of homeless people. We 
would like to applaud Chairman Harkin, Senator Dole, Senator 
Leahy, and Senator Byrd on the important steps forward contained 
within the pending Senate bill. At the same time, however, we 
feeZ that we must note several other extremely serious aspects of 
homeless peoples' problems that are not now addressed in the 
bill. 



We believe it is most important that the food stamp prograr 
not contribute, directly or indirectly, to forcing more Americans 
into homelessness. We also believe that it is equally vital that 
adequate assistance is nade available to those that already ar*" 
homeless. 

Many such issues need and deserve our attention, but for our 
purposes here we would like to focus upon three crucial changes 
needed in current food s ^np rules to keep them from driving nore 
people into homelessness and upon four reforms needed to remove 
barriers that current rules erect in the way of homeless p'^ople 
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in severe need of assistance to obtain an adequate diet»- 
Specifically, we applaud the pending Senate bill's provision of 
expedited service to households with incomes and resources 
insufficient to cover even one month's shelter costs so that thej 
are not forced to spend their rent money on food while they wait 
for their food stamp applications to be approved. We urge the 
Committee to follow the House's .lead in increasing the limit on 
the amount of excess shelter expenses that households may deduct 
so that they are not forced to choose between paying their rent 
and buying food for their families. And we urge the Committee to 
eliminate the penalty that current household composition rules 
impose upon households taking in homeless relatives. 

The pending bill 's explicit guarantee of expedited S3rvice 
to homeless people and its authorization of outreach efforts 
directed at the homeless should both be very helpful in helping 
homeless people overcome obstacles in the application process 
that currently keep them off of food stamps altogether. We also 
urge the Committee to ^oin the House in overturning USDA's policy 
of reducing homeless people's food stamp allotments to reflect 
vendor payments public agencies make to the operators of "welfare 
hotels." And we urge the Ccmnittee to revise the definition of 
disability to encompass those mentally ill and other disabled 
homeless people who may be waiting for a decision on SSI 
applications but who have been found disabled under state needs- 
based programs that apply standards at least as stringent as 
those under the Social Security Act ► 
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Expedited Issuance 

Undttr current rules, households applying for food stamps are 
routinely forced to wait thirty days or longer to receive their 
benefits. And during this \»t.iting period, poor households nay be 
left with the untenable choice between losing their shelter c^nd 
going without food. Households with incomes or resources 
slightly over the limits for expedited service may face imminent 
eviction if they fail to use those minimal funds to pay their 
rent and utilities. Getting food stamps to these households 
promptly is essential so that they can spend their scarce 
resources to stave off homelessness by paying their rent and 
keeping basic utility service on. 

The expedited service provision of the pending Senate bill 
sensibly recognizes the tragedy and inequity of having delays m 
applications processing force eligible, needy households into 
homelessness. To ameliorate this problem the bill assures 
expedited service to households facing immii.^nt eviction. 
Clearly households whose gross incomes and resources are less 
than one month's rent plus utilities are on the very brink of 
homelessness. Without it, these households will have to wait 
thirty days for the outcome of the normal application process and 
spend their meager incomes and r^-sources on focJ instead of 
making at least part payments on their rents and utilities to 
prevent an eviction or shut-off. 

Lack of expedited issuance car also have the effect of 
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denying food stamps altogether to homeless people who have 
trouble negotiating the applications process because of 
illiteracy or mental illness, because they have lost important 
personal papers, or for other reasons. Reports from advocates 
around the country indicate that many homeless people have 
difficulty getting onto the ^^rogram because of excessive 
verification requirements, convoluted, over-long applications, 
and local food stamp of f ices • lingering failure to recognize that 
homeless people may be eligiL ? for food stamps. Quite apart 
from questions of immediate need, homeless people's very 
transiency makes them particularly unable to cope with delays in 
receiving their food stamp benefits. 

Many of those that are eligible for expedited service are 
not recognized as such. Homelesr? people, who are among the 
applicants in the most extreme circumstances,, are often denied 
expedited service. State agencies not accustomed to giving food 
stamps to homeless people may erroneously demand that homeless 
people provide a mailing address or may insist upon determining 
their eligibility together with others where they are receiving 
temporary shelter. Although this is a very complex problem, 
rooted in large part in USDA*S failure to monitor adequately 
state agencies » compliance with the Food stamp Act, the pending 
bill's guarantee of expedited issuance to all homeless households 
is an important step forward. 

Making homeless people specifically eligible for sxpeJited 
service should net increase the number o*^ households q^jialifying 
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for expedited service much since virtually all homeless peopl( 
will be well within the expedited service gross income and 
resource limits.. It will ensure that homeless applicants are 
more quickly recognized as persons entitled to expedited 
treatment. 

Providing expedited service to households whose gross 
incomes and liquid resources are less than their immediate 
shelter costs should cause only a very modest increase in 
expedited service. The rules for expedited service would remain 
far more stringent than those in force before 1982: these 
reforms preserve the stringent resource limits imposed in 1982, 
and they do not revive the pre-1982 practice of allowing 
households to qualify for expedited service through the combined 
effects of all the deductions provided by the Act» 

According to an extens've nationwide study of expedited 
service commissioned by USDA and released last year, very few 
households not now receiving expedited service are very close to 
the eligibility thresholds » The study found that the number of 
households eligible for expedited service,^ would go up by less 
than five percentage points by raising the gross income standard 
to $200 and by less than three points by increasing the resource 
limit to $150.: >e would note that the current expedited service 
limits,, $150 for gross income and $100 for resources, have not 
been adjusted for inflation m the almost five years since they 
were enacted in 1982, 

In any event, the pending Senate bill's changes m expedited 
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••rvictt should hav* •xtr«a*Xy littl* •ff*ct on prograa costs 
sines sxpsditsd ssrvlcs msreXy accslerates ths issuance of food 
stanps to which households are already entitled: it in no way 
expands program eligibility. USOA's study of expedited issuance 
in Texas showed that applications approved under the expedited 
service regulations have essentially the same error rate as those 
authorized under ♦'he normal, thirty-day processing standards. 
Moreover, the amount of benefits av icsue in any expedited case 
are very small: only one pro rated month's benefits are issued 
before all verification is in. 

Excess Shelter Deduction 

Current food stamp rules contribute to causing homelessness 
by prohibiting most households from taking deductions for the 
full, reasonable amount of their necessary and reasonable shelter 
costs. H.R. 558, the homeless relief bill recently passed by the 
House, increase!; the maximum excess shelter expense that can be 
deducted from income m the food stamp program from its present 
level, $149 to $168 per month. The provision was included in 
H.R. 558 to h prevent* homelessness by recognizing the high 
costs that many food stamp households must pay for shel er. 
Money t.^at a household must pay for rent and utilities cannot be 
used to buy food, but current food stamp law does not fully 
recognize this fact ^or households wit.* high rent or utilities. 

The need for a high^'r deduction lii t is shown by the most 
recent (1984) "Characteristics of Fooc Stamp Households" data 
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from USDA. (At that tine, shelter and dependent care expenses 
were still combined into one deduction, but few of the deductions 
claimed were for dependent care.) Twenty-seven percent of all 
food stamp ho* jeholds claimed the maximum deduction, indicating 
that substantial numbers of families had shelter expenses in 
excess of those that the food stamp program wouxd recognjLe. 
Informal contacts with several officials of several states this 
winter, including Vermont, Minnesota, North Dakota, and MiS5;ouri, 
indicate that from 2/3 to more than 3/4 of households in those 
States have otherwise deductible shelter expenses that they 
cannot claim because of the current cap. 

The Congressional Research Service also reported recently 
that the annual inflation adjustment to the shelter deduction 
ceiling has failed tc accurately reflect increases in shelter 
costs,. The first factor causing this underad^ustment was the 
Congressionally mandated "freeze" of the deduction ceiling from 
J<tnuary 198i to October 1983. The second factor was Congress' 
decision in 1981 that the shelter inflation adjustment should 
exclude the Consumer Price Index compo"»ent lor homeownership 
costs. The resulting indexing method seriously understated 
substantial increases in housing costs while focusing 
disproportionately upon energy costs, which were relatively 
stable at the time of the international oil glut. According vo 
CRS, if the cap on this deduction had not been frozen for almost 
three years, and if fuel and utilities had been assicrned the same 
weight they were given before 1981, the maximum shelter deduction 
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■ight now h% as high as $168. 

B«caustt many households have shelter costs that they cannot 
now deduct r and because the annual inflation adjustment has not 
Kept up with shelter costs, it is appropriate that Congress 
shou3.<}» now adjust the deduction to help prevent hoaelessness. 

This is a most modest change. Only shelter expenses that 
exceed 50% of income after all other deductions can be claimed. 
The provision does not add new recipients: "high" inccae people 
are already kept out by the gross income limit of 130% of the 
poverty level. Indeed, with the gross income limits enacted in 
1981 to limit participation to very low income households, the 
original purpose of the cap on the excess shelter deduction has 
disappeared. Although we are not urging the total elimination of 
the cap at this time, we do respectfully recommend that this 
Committee incorporate the House provision on decocting shelter 
costs into the Senate bill. 

Household Definition 

The program's current rules limiting who may apply for 
benefits as a household contribute to homelessneas by penalizing 
people for taking in homeless relatives. 

Most poor people can form a separate food stamp ho^ jehold by 
purchasing and preparing food independently. In 1981, as part of 
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act's cuts in domestic 
programs, Congress denied that right to parents living with their 
children.. In 1982, in a search for additional savings. Congress 
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returned to this issue and extenr'-Jd the rule to adult siblings 
living togsther. It is now clear that we went too far, 
particularly in 1982. 

A recent New York mayoral commissi 's study of homcles5ness 
found that "'eviction* by a friend or relative is the most common 
reason cited by families for becoming homeless." The coitu:' «»sion 
stated that "£?teps can and should be taken to identify 
individuals and families on the brink of homelessr.-ds and help 
them to avoid resort to the shelter system. ... Although doubling 
up is not optimum housing policy, the critical shortage 
necessitates a policy of encouraging people to share housing. 
But current public assistance and food stamp policies and 
practices are not structured to further such a policy." The 
commission concluded, and we strongly agree, that "it is 
inequitable and unwise not to provide additional economic 
incentives to households in permanent housing, especially those 
that give up their privacy and share accommodations with others." 
The commission suggested that such a policy might well pay for 
itself in the form of reduced expenditu^-es for emergency shelter 
and other servicer. 

TO stop the food stamp prograr.i from discouraging doublmg- 
and triplina-up to prevent homelessness, we propose that the 
sibling rule, which was added in 1982 to OBRA 1981 's parent- 
child rule, be eliminated. It clearly was a step too far that 
particularly endangers the homeless. We also propose that adult 
children with children of their own should be allowed to be a 
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separate household from their parents H they can pro 'e that they 
purchase «nd prepare food separately. These changes preserve the 
basic concept enacted in 1981 while protecting its unintended 
victims and removing disincentives to share scarce housing with 
people in need. 

At a bare minimum, forcinr doubled- and tripled-up relatives 
to be part of the same food stamp household has reduced benefits. 
This has caused severe hardship to parents, children, and sib- 
lings who are not in fact receiving any support from the rela- 
tives the law requires to be included i.i their households. It 
also has made some poor people, who mi^nt otherwise be willing to 
take in needy relatives, refuse to do so: to keep their ov:n food 
stamps from being reduced, these people must keep relatives from 
living with them. The result, for parents, children, and sib- 
lings with nowhere elsf to go,, is homelessness. The current rule 
denies benefits to many needy poor ,,eople and cause families to 
be evicted from siblings', parents', and children's homes when 
that is their housing of lact resort. In this way,, the "hidden 
homeless", living in squalor in the basements, attics, or back 
rooms of their relatives,, are thrust directly onto the streets. 

The current rules have the effect of penalizing food stamp 
recipients for taking in relatives in need. The rules may aico 
fore© poor people with nowhere else to go to choose between 
shelter, being offered by a relative,, and food stamps,, which will 
be lost if they .aove in with those relatives. 

In many cases, an informal, family-based "welfare system," 
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if left alone, icay well be able to respond to shelter emergencies 
and avert homelessness without public intervention. Overtaxing 
poor family members* resources, as the parent-child and sibling 
mandatory household definition rules do, nay lead to the total 
collapse of this support network for many families and 
individuals, thereby causing hom*»lessness and suffering for the 
families involved and increasing their dependency upon public 
resources for emergency shelter as well as food assistance. 
Penalizing and forcing the break-up of exten-^ed families' living 
together may also deprive potentially employable recipients of 
low-cost child care from a grandparent, aunt, or uncle. 

Most states have no support laws compel 1 ing one adult 
sibling to support another, and many do not require adult 
children and their parents to support each other under many 
circumstances. No other major benefit program deems income and 
resources between adults, other than spouses, m this way. The 
curre. rules deny food stamps to many people whose poverty and 
need would be unequivocally recognized by general assistance, 
AFDC, SSI, medicaid, and other categoiical programs for the poor. 
So although relatives' income and asse*-s are counted i deter- 
mining parents, grown children, and adult siblings' eligibility 
for food stamps, they generally havt; no way of gaining access to 
those relatives' resources. 

The current rules prevent parents, giown children,, and adult 
sii^lings from applying for food stamps ori their own. If the 
relatives they have moved m with will not to help them with an 
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apjlication, by appearing at interviews and submitting verifi- 
cation of thair personal circumstances, current law absolutely 
bara thasa parents, children, and siblingt* from receiving food 
stamps. Some parents, children, and siblings may have to move in 
with relatives whose income is sufficient to allow them to get by 
without food stamps: m these cases, they nay receive no food 
stamps whatsoever even if they are in great need. 

Combining the food stanp allotments of two households will 
result in a combined allotment less than the sura of the two 
individual allotments and often will yield a corabmed allotment 
less than either of the two individual ones. A poor relative 
considering whether to allow a parent, adult child, or sibling to 
move into his or her dwelling unit raust therefore consider not 
just the physical inconveniences of overcrowd; ng what may already 
be inadequate housing but also must be prepared to suffer a 
reduction in his or her own food s^anps as the price of this 
generosity. Not surprisingly, peo^.le active with the food stamp 
program on the local level report that, ^hen the parent-child or 
sibling rule is applied to r itives who had their own separate 
food starap alio' nts, t^ result i*^ frequently a hurried 
eviction. 

The sibling rule passed m 1982 is a particular threat t< 
the homeless because it presumes upon relationships often fa*- 
weaker than those between parents and children. Homeless people 
often will be hard-pressed to persuade siblings to let thera novp 
in oven if the only cost to the siblings is inconvenience and 
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loss Of privacy. Whare siblings* «ligibilitv for food stamps is 
imperiled, or where siblings may be forced to provide financial 
support for their homeless relatives if they open their doors, 
many people who are now among the "hidden homeless" will be in 
plain view in the streets, shelters, and welfare hotels. 

Where an adult has already started a family of his or her 
own, he or she is much less likely still to be sharing incomes 
and resources with the children ' s ai. nts , uncles , ai.d 
grandparents. Whatever the traditions about aduit siblings, it 
clearly is not expected in our society that aunts, uncle j, and 
grandparents vill be made to support children th^t still have a 
• ^tural parent present and attempting to care for them. Forcing 
these family units to be in the same food stamp household with 
relatives also risks exposing the young children to the ravages 
of homelcssness. 

Also, the families and individuals involved are most clearly 
in genuine need of food assistance and are among the most likely 
to be receiving housing from a parent, child, or sibling because 
they lack the means to obtain housing of their own, making them 
among the most vulnerable to eviction and homelessness if their 
living arrangement is disturbed by forcing their relativer. to 
participate in the food stamp program. 

FRAC believes that all of the mandatory household 
coirposition rules passed in 1981 and 1982 should be reexammec^ 
because they are inconsistent with the purposes of the food stamp 
program and the basic concept of the food stamp household as a 
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buying and eating unit. Congress should carefully consider 
replacing the current system of defining households with an 
«econo»ic unit- concept similar to that applied in most other 
needs-based programs. as an interim measure, the carefully 
limited reforms we have outlined should go a great distance 
towards alleviating the special problems ^aced by the homeless. 

These are only very modest adjustments to the current 
household composition rules, with small cost. But it would „ean 
a gre«t deal ^o the relatively few, desperately poor people 
affected. Also, allowing poor parents, adult children, and adult 
siblings to stay in the homes of relatives will save millions of 
dollars of public funds that would otherwise be needed for 
emergency shelter and other services to the homeless. 

Outreach 

Many homeless people do not know about the benefits 
available under the food ,tainp program or are unaware of how to 
get them. since the abolition of outreach in the food stamp 
program in 1981, insufficient efforts have been made to inform 
homeless people of the av.il.bility of food stamp benefits and to 
assist those that are unable to negotiate the applications 
process on their own. 

Prior to 1981, all states were required to conduct outreach 
activities to inform eligible households of the availability of 
Food Stamps. m 1981, Congress terminrtcd both the mandate and 
federal matching funds for outreach, 
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Research and testimony since then indicate that the lack of 
informr'tion about the availability of Food Stamps has kept many 
eligible people from taking part in the program. A 1983 study by 
Professor Richard Coe showed that 42.6% of eligible households 
not participating in the program indicated lack of information as 
the reason they were not participating. Sixty-nine percent of 
eligibl^s* elderly households gave the same reason for not 
participating in a 1982 USDA study. 

Helen Hershkoff, an advocate with years of experience 
worKing with homeless people in New York, testified before the 
House Nutrition Subcommittee this year on February 25 showed that 
many homeless people in particular remain unaware that they are 
eligible for Food Stamp benefits. They are the least likely in 
our society to learn by word-of-mouth of the availability of 
government programs, but among those in most need of nutr "-Clonal 
assistancfc. The pending Senate bill partially remedies this 
situation by allowing,, but not requiring, the states to conduct 
outreach to the homeless with federal matching funds. This is a 
most modest change, with a CBO preliminary cost estimate m Fy88 
of $1 million. 

The bill :;ould and should be improved by amending the 
outreach provision to permit outreach to users of emergency food 
and shelter facilities. Such a provision would reach and assist 
the near-homeless when they are destitute but before they have 
lost all housing. The additional cost of su .^ a change should 
r->t be more than $1 mil^ 
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Vendor Paynentig for Emerqp ncv Shelter 

Many homeless people being accommodated on a temporary basis 
in "welfare hc*-els" are denied adequate benefits because USDA 
insists that state and local payiaents to those hotels be counted 
as income to the households even though the households i.ever see 
th« noney involved. This inposes a particularly harsh buraen 
because the homeless families involved are denied shelter 
deduction orecisely because their rents are paid in this way. 

The Housfc Bill, H,R, 558, requires that vendor payments for 
emergency housing not he counted as income and therefore used to 
reduce benefits in the food stamp program. Although this 
provision vjuld apply nationwide,, it was prompted by USDA's 
actions to force New York City officials, who pay thousands of 
dollars to "welfare hotel" owners in order to provide temporary 
housing for homeless families, to count part of those payments as 
income to the homeless families. The part being counted is that 
portion of the afdc grant which Uev York State calls the "shelter 
standard;" this shelter allocation is given only to families with 
actual rental costs. USDA would nonetheless treat these families 
as if they are receiving a cash shelter grant Hke other AFDC 
families, treat them as if they have all the ability to purchase 
and store foods in bulk ^s a family with a freezer and 
refrigerator shopping at a suburban supermarket, and treat then 
as if they were able to prepare their meals with a lour-burner 
range an-i oven. In fact, the welfare hotel paymen:: is not 
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actually available as income to the families. 

FaBillr>3 in temporary shelter also have much higher food 
costs bttcauae they have little or no ability to purchase and 
prepare food; at best, the family will have a hot plate anl a 
"low-boy** refrigerator of storing a few items. Many of their 
meals must therefore be eaten in restaurants. Because they have 
no transportation, the groceries that they can buy must be 
purchased from expensive in-town grocery stores. Groceries must 
ai be bought in smaller quantities due to the lack cf storage 
and refrigeration, thus raising these families' costs still 
further. Moreover, because of tuese very vendor payments, the 
families are not allowed to take the shelter deduction that 
reduces the countable income of most other food stamp households. 

USDA's policy has brought about a reduction of up to $90 per 
month *n food stamp benefits for these homeless families. As ^ne 
homeless problem grows ,^ more and more communjties are being 
forced to resort to ousing homeless people in run-down hotels. 
Unless corrected, USDA*s policies will c'eprive these housenc ds 
as well of benefits they desperately need to eat. The House Bill 
would correct this situation by excluding from income vendor 
payments which pay for temporary housing in which there are no 
facilities for the adequate preparation and storage of food. 

USDA's policy is particularly inappropriate in light of the 
agency's continuing refusal to promulgate the regulations 
required under the Food Security Act's vendor payments provision. 
Without these regulations, there is no basis for excluding any 
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vendor payments as emergency assistance. The pending senate bill 
quite rightly demands that USDA promulgate these long-overdue 
regulations promptly, within 30 days of enactment. To address 
specifically the needs of homeless families in temporary housing, 
however, the senate bills should a.so incorporate this material 
from the House bill. These particularly needy fam.xies can be 
served at very modest cost; the CBOT preliminary cost estimate 
for FY88 is $7 million. 

Disabl ed Homeless Peop le 

Hoiueless people's special physical and mental handicaps are 
not properly recognized by the current definition of "disabled". 
Many severely disabled people. especially those whose 
disabilities developed suddenly or recently, are not being 
recognized disabled by the :ood stamp program. These people 
experience the sara- kinds of problems and mcur the sane kinds of 
extraordinary expense^, that other disabled people do, yet current 
law denies them the speciai ^.ednctions and other considerations 
afforded other disabled people. This g- jp includes many people 
who are homeless, who were recently homeless, or who are on the 
brink of becoming homeless since these people may have 
difficulties navigating the complex application processes 
necessary to receive the federal benefits that are key to the 
program's current definition of disability. 

Current Uw limits the definition of "disabled" persons to 
recipients of SSI, Social Security or VA disibiUty, a few other 
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kinds of federal disability benefits, or certain state and local 
governmental pensions if they apply a disability criteri,^ as 
stringent as that under the Social Security Act. The application 
process for these federal benefits is so slow that even the most 
severely disabled individuals must wait months or years for 
benefits, but only former governmental employees can be con- 
sidered disabled based upon a state determination of disability. 

Disabled people under the food stamp program may deduct 
exces;s medical costs from their food stamp incomes. This is 
especially important to hw^meless people because many need 
extensive treatment for physical or mental conditions. 

Disabled people under the food stamp program also may 
receivt higher deductions for excessive hcjsing costs than other 
food stamp households. Temporary shelter may be much more 
expensive than normal leased housing. Deductions for excess 
shelter costs are therefore vital for the disabled homeless. 

Also, disabled people are allowed to form separate food 
stamp households from their children and siblings. Without this 
opportunity, many homel.^ss people may be unable to persuade 
relatives to take them m since the relatives fear having their 
own food stamps reduced or terminated. Even if homeless people 
can get relatives to take them in, without the separate household 
status allowed disabled persons they may be ineligible for food 
stamps because of the relatives' incomes. Some disabled r '^^e 
who do receive a joint food stamp allotment with relatives may 
be too severely ir antally or physically impaired to demand and 
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obtain thftir fair share of food stamps from that relative. 

Slnc« many of these disabled people are already .iving 
benefits oased upon their disabilities under state .general 
assistance programs with standards as or more stringent than 
those of the Social "ecurity Act, the definition should allow 
persons determined disabled under these program? to be treated 
accordingly. This change ^ould continue to rely upon the federal 
definition of disability and would continue to avoid involving 
food stamp eligibility workers in making new disabiMty deter- 
minations for the food stamp program. The only difference would 
be that disabled people would more quickly be recognized as such 
where states already are determining disability under the federal 
standard faster than large federal agencies. 

Relatively few new people would be treated as disabled under 
these changes since most disabled persons receive benefits under 
the SSI, SSDI, and VA programs: scates generally require persons 
receiving GA on the basis of disability to apply for federal 
disability benefits. 



TEFAP 

Leaving for a moment the food stamp program, we would also 
like -o draw the Committee's attention to the very important 
Temporary Emergency Food Assistance program (TEFAP) program. The 
pen.Mng Senate bill calls for TEFAP to be reauthorized through 
FY88 at $70 million per year because the demand for surplus 
commodities for the needy and for administrative fun, , to pay for 
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transportation, storage, and other costs continues to increase 
every year. 

Informal estimates indicatp. that approximately 18 million 
individuals curi ntly make use of TEFAP commodities. The peo^^le 
served by TEFAi- are amon> our societ s most vulnerable. 
Substantial numbers of commodity recipients are children, 
elderly, handicapped, or rurally isolated. 49% of the people 
receiving emergency food in Oregon are children, according to a 
survey by the state-wide food bank ne . vrk. 

Inadequate funding for TEFAP will hurt these vulnerable 
Americans. The level of administrative funding determines the 
ability of states, food distributors, and local feeding 
organizations to pay for substantial transportation and storage 
costs. Rural areas, in particular, have no independent ability 
to fulfill refrigerated or dry storage needs for commodities 
which are shipped by the truck or railroad car-1. ad, and these 
areas are the first to see distributions reduced or terminated 
when administrative funding is insufficient. 

The level of funding also i fluences the quantity cf 
commodities -^hich states ca.i order, the states' ability to 
fulfill burdensome federal eligibility,, fiscal, and record 
requirements, the equitabUity of food distributions, and the 
states' decision whether or not to participate in the program. 
When administrative funds were exhausted m 1985, close to half 
the states had significantly reduced their surplus food orders 
before Congress passed a supplemental appropriation (P. L, 99-98) 
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providing an additional $7 million for Fy86. Before Congress 
overturned the Administration's defer ' this year, a number of 
states announced that they could not afford to participate in the 
program without federal support. The federal matching 
requirement ensures that the states ::ontribute their fair share, 
but the states cannot fund the program alone. 

A 1985 MIT study of the TEFAP program found that adequate 
administrative funding is "critical to the health of current 
TEFAP administration." The current funding level of $50 millicn, 
according to the stwdy, is a serious problem for most emergency 
feeding organizations which ^^ve never received as much as 5% of 
the value of the coimtiodlties. The authors therefore supported an 
increase in funding. 

The current authorization ends this fiscal year. Although we 
applaud the increase in the Senate Bill to bring administrative 
funding into line with actual program needs, we are concerned 
about the brevity of the reauthorization it contains. The House 
Bill reauthorizes TEFAP through fiscal year 1990, which would 
bring its reauthorization date into line with that of the Food 
Stamp Act. 



Othev Tssuf >s 

I would like to bring several other important food stamp 
issues to the Subcommittee's attention today. Although you nay 
not be able to address them in the context of the emergency 
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homeless initiative, I would like to flag them for oversight in 
tha future. 

Th«r« increasing evidence that the manner in which the 
food stamp program, in particular, is being administered is 
contributing to the serious problem of hunger in the United 
States. In recent years, the lack of program outreach and Vhe 
strict emphasis on program accountability from the federal level, 
with little or no countervail ing concern for responsiveness to 
the needy, has led to a substantially lower level of service and 
accessibility in the program. Consider the following factors: 



Food stamp participation in 1986 was at its lowest 
point sincr ■>980, despite the fact there were three to 
four million more persons living in poverty in 1986 



coiunissioned by USDA indicated that by 1983, there were 
600,000 fewer food stamp participants than could be 
explained by the impact of budget cutbacks in 138\-82 
and economic factors. 

State and local food stamp administrators have 
repeatedly stated in public settings that they are 
under such pressure frr- the federal government to 
reduce eiror rrites that "when in doubt, benefits are 
delayed or denied." The federal government considers 
only overpa- ents and payments to ineligibles when 
determining whether states must pay sanctions for high 
error rates. While una rpayments and improper denials 



than 



in 



1980. 



A 1985 Urban Institute study 
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and tp*^xnations are measured, they are of less 
consequence to the states because they are not 
considered in determining sanctions. 

A recent Genera^ Accounting Office study revealed an 
alanoingly high percentage of persons whc.e food stamp 
cases had been improperly denied or terminated. In 
reviewing a sample of food stamp cases that had been 
denied or terminated, GkO found that m 23 percent of 
the cases, the action was improper under federal 
regulations . 

An April 1985 study commissioned by USDA revealed that, 
based on a representative sample, the average 
processing time for expedited service to destitute food 
stamp applicants was 7 days. 6y law, all households 
eligible for expedited service are supposed to receive 
benefits within 5 days. In addition, there is evidence 
chat son»a states fail to comply with the 5 ^-day 
standard for processing food stamp applications for 
households that do not qualify for expedited service, 
A major increase m reporting requirements has been 
placed on substantial numbers of ^^^articipants m many 
states. Montnly reporting and increased verification 
requirements are leadin7 to a phenomenon known as 
"churning." Increasii.g numbers of persons are dropped 
from food stamp participation for failure to comply 
with procedural requirements, despite being eligible 
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for benefits. nany instances, they return to the 

program a month or two later, having b^jn financially 
•ligible all along. 

There are increasing reports that food stamp offices in 
many areas are either open for limited hours or fail to 
take more than a certain number of applications in a 
given day. This can be a substantial barrier to 
participation, especially for working poor households 
and families with children. 

Many state and local food stamp administrators openly 
state that paperwork and bureaucratic procedures have 
limited the accessibility of the food Stamp Prograiu 
Some of them believe these policies were deliberately 
designed to restrict access and participation. 



The following quotations are excerpted from "Increasing 
Hunger and Declining help: Barriers to Participation m the Food 
Sta*np Program", a Kay 1986 report of the Physician Task Force o 
Hunger in America, Harvard School of Public Health. I believe 
they provide a good mdjwation of some of the problems facing 
eligible, needy households on the local level as they try to 
obtain food stamps. 

o "The federal government has come up with a way to kc p poor 
people from getting food stamps. They force us to use 
dt'vices to keep hungry families from getting food, and it's 
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a Wonder our workers haven •t been killed." 



Texas Regional Food Stamp Director 



"The Food Stamp Pro ran is a nightmare. it* s a bahy and the 
bathwater situation. The federal focus on error rates is a 
conscious and deliberate attempt to shift costs to the 
states. " 



"The federal rules are intended to set up barriers to keep 
eligibl<s! p<5ople from getting food stamps. T* ^ barriers are 
nindbogglinc/. . . and they work." 



"Paperwork and red tape are stacked so high that (people) 
have to be Olympic pole vaulters to get over." 

Director, Illinois Department of Public Aid 

"Why, you 2.:*K, do 280,280 Missj ss ippians eligible for foo.! 
stamps not receive benefits? 7Yic answ r. . . the hassle." 

Mississippi welfare Commissioner 

"Many Texans with a legitimate need are being kept off, or 
kicked off, federal food assistance because of bureaucratic 
barriers and procedural changes." 



South Dakox Social Services Director 



Arkansas Food Stamp Director 



Senate Chairman, Texas jij.cerim Committee 
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on Hunger and Nutrition 

o "The Administration's agenda is to keep tiie number of food 
stanp recipients down by making it impossible for us to 
reach many of the needy. They're succeeding." 

Missouri Focd stanp Official 

o "The federal regulations are too complicated. . .^ust crazy. 
If fans stopped coming to NFL games,, something would be 
wrong with the rules of the game. The food stamp rules need 
to be changed to let needy people participate." 

Iowa Food Stamp ofl.cial 

o "Federal food stamp officials are deliberately trying to 
reduce food stamp services, not through Congress but by 
administrative decree. i.'he ideologues aro wmnir j," 
Florida Food Stamp official 

Conclusion 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify. We at FRAC stand 
ready to assist the Subcommittee m any way we can. We are 
confident tl:j*t, under the leadership of Senators Harkin and Dole, 
this Subcommittee will take important steps to alleviate the 
plight of the hungry and homeless m our rociety. 
[Matenal submuced for inclusion in the tecord follows ] 
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Ameriq\n Public 
Welfare Association 



1125 FiFTEENiH STREET, NW, WASHINGTON. DC 2Q005 



Peter A Breen President 



Surfe300 
Tetephone (202)293-7550 



A SfCTiey Johnson iii Executive Director 



Apr! I 1, 1987 



The Honorable Tom Harkin 

70^ Hart Senate Office Building 

Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Harkin: 

The American Public Welfare Association ''>in5 you and your ccl leagues in 
your concern for the plight of the homeless. Homelessness is an acute and 
growing national prcblem-^a problem which promises to grow more critical if 
not addressed. A recent study by the U.S. Conference of Mayors found that 
the homeless population increased by 2^% in 19^6. We know the homeless are 
no longer the stereotypical alcholic male. The reach of homelessne*»s is 
much greater and has a far more devastating Impact for American's future. 
Perhaps the most distressing fact is that the fastest growl.ig segment of the 
homeless population is families with children. Ever-increasing numbers of 
teenagers, able-bodied adults and families have turned to the streets because 
decent jobs are not available and government a^_ stance no longer provides 
an effective safety net for these people. With minimum federal aid states, 
localities and thr private sector have been struggling to respor ' to the most 
pressing needs of the homeless, but far too many people remain *rv^d. 

Senate bMI 812 will clearly Improve the effectiveness of both the food stamp 
program and the Temporary Emergency Food Assistance Program (TEFAP) in serving 
the homeless population. APWA supports increased funds for outreach and 
informational efforts; expanded expedited service eligibility, reauthoriza- 
tion of the TEFAP program, targeting of the TEFAP fu'.ds and the preclusion 
of state shelter payments for temporary housing from being counted against 
food stamp benefits. This bill represents a worthwhile effort to address 
some of the needs of the homeless. However, I must point out APWA's strong 
support for the Increase !n the shelter cap deduction for food stamp households 
included In the house passed homeless bill, H.R. 5^8. H.R. 558 Increases 
the maximum excess shelter expense that can be deducted fror.i income in the 
food stamp program from its current level, $1^9 to $168 per month. To 
address the problem of homelessness adequately we cannot ignore the role that 
increased housing costs play in the growing nuirber of homeless people. The 
annual Inflation adjustment to the shelter deduction ceiling has failed to 
reflect accurately increases in shelter costs for low income households. 
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The Honorable Tom Harkln 
April 1. 19B7 
Page two 

The nee,< for a higher d'^duction limit is indicated by data compiled by USDA, 
"Characteristics of F<x)d Stamp Households" (I9B^). At the time the study 
was made shelter and dependent care expenses were still a combined deduction, 
few of the deductions however were for dependent care. Nonetheless, the data 
provides persuasive evidence of the relation between shelter costs and a family's 
ability to pay rent and afford other life essential needs. Twenty seven percent 
of all food stamp households claimed the maximum reduction, indicating that 
a significant number of f -^mi I ies had shelter expenses in excess of those 
acknowledged by the food ^^amp program. These household* which pay more for 
shelter have limited resources left over for food. 

APWA encourages the inclusion of the Pouse increased shelter deduction 
provision in S. 8l2. 

We thank you fc»r this opportunity for input on the homeless issues and assure 
you of APWA's SvOport in your work to provide nutrition assistance to the 
homeless and those who may be forced to join their number. 



Si ncere ly. 




A. Sidney Johnson 
Executive Director 
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April i, 1987 
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TJie Honorable Ttm Heirkin 
Chaiman 

SubcoTTOittee on Nutrition and 

Investigations 
Senate Ocmittee on ^ricuituro 
Washington, dX. 20510 

Deal" Mr.^ Chairman ; 

Ttie National Milk producers Federation supports S. 718 and S. 812 which 
vrould, amon^ other things, extend the Tanporary EJnergeocy PcxxJ Assistance 
Progran beyond the current Septembei 30, 1987, expiration date 3*5 well as 
Urget food r<:«?istance for the boneless. 

Dairy fanner*? through their coc^ratives which compirise the membership of 
the National Hilk Producers Federation have a long history of support for 
the nation's nutrition and feeding progr£-ns. 

Without entering into the debate on how and why the nu-nber of boneless has 
increased, there can be no debate that efforts must be made to provide these 
citizens with the basic hunan needs of food,, shelter, and clothing, 

Hovrever, a concom that you, Hr. Chaiman, and the subconnittee, might want 
to exanine is the availability of dairy products m COC for the targeted 
assistance to the boneless. 

As you are well aware, the Pood Security Act of 1985 removed 12 billion 
pounds of milk prod uc tic fron our national supply through the whole herd 
buyout progran. A quick review cf CCC net ranovals m the la»>t ^'vo years 
and our estimates for FY 1987 and 1988, as well as project-jd domestic 
prcgren usage for that s^one period of tjme, I'xJicates tbr.t available da)*^ 
stocks are tightening, (see attachnent) 

The combination of reduced milk production and expanded govemnent and 
private di'^tribution efforts raises the possibility of limited CCC product 
availability m 1987 and 1988 as oonpared to the last five yea»'S. 'ihis 
could cr'^ate problems for the tefaP progren which has histcrical'y been 
placed at the bocton of the priority list m tems of use of dairy and' other 
CCC-beld comnocJities. 
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Section 416 of the the Agricultural Aijustrnent Act of 1949, created the 
following list of f-iorities for use? school lunch; Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and federal, state, and local public welfare organizations for the 
assistance of needy India-^ and other needy persons; to prr'ate welfare 
organizations for the assistance of needy persons within the United States; 
to private welfare organizations for the assistance of needy persons outside 
of the United States. 

However, in p.L. 98-92. the Stpplenental Unenploynent Benefits - Tanporacy 
Ehergency Pood Assistance Act of 1933, Section 202(a) puts TEFAP recipient 
agencies behind: 'D oth<^r daoestic donation programs; (2) other dawstic 
obligations (including quantities needed to carry out a paywent-in-kind 
acreage diversion program; (3) inv-enational market developwnt and food aid 
ocmitments; and (4) fam price and incone stabilization purposes of . «e 
;5gricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, the Agricultural Act of 1949,, and the 
Comodity Credit Corporation Charter Act. 

We raise this concern,, Mr. Chaiman, becctoO the TEFAP program, which was 
initiated in 1981 when COC-dairy stocks were at an all-tirrje high for t^ 
specific purpose of utilizing those stocks to feed the nost needy, nay 
f'nl Itself impacted negatively by programs enacted to reduce the costs of 
t le dairy price support program. 

Cr>ngress rsust decide if the ccmitiTient to the homeless is to take precedence 
ov*r other policies and if it wishe,, to insure that there are available 
dairy products available for distribution to the heme less. Should these 
concerns be realized, it appears that there are at least three options for 
the congress to consider which vrould, acconplish the objective of providing 
CCC dairy products for the nor.eless: 

1. establish a minumuri aTK>itfit of dairy products that must be 
reserved for TEFAP and/or the ! cneless ( as was done for 
wheat in P.L. 98-8); 

2. recognize that the 5 billion pounds of mi^^ equivalency 
which IS the "acceptable" levtri for CX dairy raT>ovals 
IS arbitrary and insufficient to neet the expectations 
and obligations of the feeding and distribution programK 
and raise the CCC net rarroval level with no penalty to dairy 
fatners; 

3. ^pp^Dpriate or redirect funds for the purpose of purchasing 
dairy products for th<i homeless. 

Thank you for this opfortunity to ccrr>ent on S. /18 ano S. 812. nmPF 
contin'.es to cuoport our donestic ind international feeding programs and 
recognizes the need to provide assistance to the boneless. 




.^es C. Barr, CAE 
Chief Executive Officer 
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COMtiODITY CREDIT CORPOflATION CHEESE ATJD BUTTER INVENTORIES 
Projected Purchases, Utilizations and Inventories 
October 1, 1986 - October 1, 1988 



ACTUAL PRODUCT MILK 
BUTTER f'HEESE EQUIVALENT 
h.iilion Pounds 



INVENTORY LEVELS. OCTOBER 1, 1986 205.2 492.7 7,414.0 



FISCAL 1986-87 ADJUSTMENTS: 
Estitrated N Removals: 

10/1/86 — /30/87 1/ 159.4 262.9 5,889.1 

Estimated Use Through 
Domestic and Foreign 
Food Assistance Programs: 2/ 267.3 638.3 11,826.1 



ESTIMATED 'NVENTORY LEVELS: 

OCTOBER 1 , 1987 97.3 117,3 3,168.2 



FISCAL 1987-88 ADJUSTMENTS: 
Estimated Net Removals: 

10/1/87 -- 9/30/88 3/ 183.4 322.4 6,972.5 

Estimated Use Turough 
Domestic and Foreign 
Food Assistance Programs 2/ 267.3 638,3 1I,P26.1 



ESTIMATED INVENTORY LEVELS: 

OCTOBER 1,, U88 13.4 ( 198.6) (1 ,685 .5) 



1/ Fiscal 1987 purchase estimates are based on actual purchase figures 
through March 27, 1897. Estimates tor remainder of fiscal 1986-87 
are based on CCC data and NMPF production projections. 

2/ Fiscal 1987 and fiscal 1988 estimates of butter a ' cheese utili- 
zations equal the actual amounts of CCC product ui. .'d in fiscal 1986 
for all domestic and foreign food programs, including CCC exports. 

3/ Fiscal 1988 purchase estimates are calculated by NMPF and baaed on a 
assumed net removal level of seven billion pounds foi fiscal 1988. 

Source. Agricultural Stabilization and Conserv^»tior Service, USDA 
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STATEMENT OF THE HOMELESS 

FAMILY RIGHTS PROJECT OF 

THE LEGAL AID SOCIETY OF NEW YORK 



Submittea byi 



Helen Hershkoff 
Staff Attorney 

Homeless Family Rights project 

The Legal Aid Society 

11 Park Place 

New York, N.Y» 10007 



The Homeless Family Rights Project of The Legal Air Socie^-y 
of New York welcomes the invitation of the Subcommittee on 
Nutrition and Investigations of the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry to submit comments on S» 728 
and to participate with the Committee in itc effort improve 
the nutrition of the homeless. 

The Legal Aid Society is a private, non-profit organization 
incorporated under the laws of the State of New York for the 
purpose of rendering legal representation and assistance without 
cost to persons in New York City who are without adequate means 
to employ other counsel. It is the oldest organization of a ts 
kind m the United States. Tne Homeless Family Rights Pro:]ect 
proteci-s the rights of homeless families with children. 

New York City currencly has over 4000 homeless families — 
including 11,000 cnixdren — who sleep daily m barracks-style 
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shelters but mostly in squalid "welfare" hotels. For these 
children, "home" usually means no more than a transient placement 
in a hotel room with inadequate heat and hot water; exposure to 
crack dealers and prostitutes who lurk in hotel hallways; a 
hallway bathroom with ""o dooiTS and no rivacy; a vermin-infested 
mattress in a dirty room, where the doors do not lock and the 
noise from outside is frightening . 

Consider what life means to a child who comes "home" to a 
single room at ^he Allerton Hotel in Chelsea, to a room that may 
not have an operable bathroom or basic furniture such as a table 
or chair, sufficient beds and certainly not a stove for cooking. 
There •s no refrigerator, and nighttime snacks must be carefully 
protected against the roaches and the mice. 

Consider what it means to feed a -:hild when your "home" is a 
single room in a Times Square hotel, and your kitchen is the 
bathroom sir«k, perhaps an illegal hot plate, and the window ledge 
serves as ref ^-igerator (operable only during winter, of course) . 

Consider what it means to fet^d a child when the maximum 
public assistance grant for prepared meals — given by New York 
State to families without c;joking facilities — is only $1.10 for 
children, and 70 cents for mothers. 

Consider what meal time has meant to Valerie R., a homeless 
mother, who resides with her four children in a single room at 
the Brooklyn Arms Hotel: 
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When I lived in an 't^ cooking 

facilities, I purch - , poultry, 

vegetables, rice, beans, dairy products and 
other items m bulk and prepared them myself. 

I am now forced to buy many of my family's 
meals ir. restauran":s and delicatessens,, which 
is very expensi/e. 

Because of the high cost of prepared food, I 
am not able to provide my children and myself 
with as nutritious a diet as I could on 
regular public assistance budget when I lived 
in an apartment with cooking facilities, 
despite the fa.:t that I spend almost all of 
my money on food. 

* * * 

Because of my increased food expenses, I 
usually rur out of money five or six days 
before receiving my semi-monthly check. 

At that point I must rely on the various 
organizations which distribute free food, and 
to borrow money to meet my other expenses. 
Durin*^ this period I often go hungry so that 
^y ch Idren have more to eat. 



(Excerpted from a sworn affidavit, dated November -0, 1986 . 



Little wonder, then, that 80 percent of the homeless 

families with children surveye at the Martinique Hotel in 

Manhatttn reported <. atmg less food and food of an inferior 

quality than they did while living in permanent housing. 
Consider: 



* 95 percent found it difficult to prepare 
meals in a hotel room 

* 92 percent did not have a refrigerator 
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100 percent did not have a stove 



72 percent used a hot plate to heat 
their meals 



97 percent reported that the price of 
food in mid-town deli-groceries was more 
expensive than in their original 
communities 



(Community Service Society of New York,, Struggling to Survive in 
a Welfare Hotel , at 3) . 

Worse still, many homeless men and women,, including families 
with children, do not knov how or where to apply for food stamp 
as<;jstance. Instead, they go to food pantries, panhandle for 
change, or stand on souplines to get free food. According to th3 
New York City Human Resources Administration, a full one-third 
of the destitute homeless persons surveyed at soap kitchens and 
food pantries have never even applied for food stamps because 
they have been told or believe that they are ineligible. Another 
14 percent did not know how to apply for food stamps. And 10 
percent of .ie public assistance recipients surveyed -- mostly 
mothers with children — did not get food stamps, even though 
they are undoubtedly eligible for assistance. (New York City 
Human Resources Administration, Office of Program Evaluation, 
CharacteristJjs and Use of Conventional Benefits bv Users of Soup 
Kitchens and Pantrjes , at p. 6, Table 3).^ 

The Homeless Family Rights Project thus welcomes Section 2 
of S. 728, which will authorize outreach to the homeless and 
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reimburse the states with federal moneys for the administrative 
Cv :s of informational activities. Vou cannot get food stamps if 
you do not know whore and ho» to apply. If you are homeless and 
poor, odds are you haven't got the money to place a telephone 
call to find out, or to even know who to call. . .cent studies 
all poinc to lack of information as an important reason for 
low-participation rates in the food staipp program. We thus 
strongly support Section 2 of S. 728, "Authority to Provide 
Information," and hope that in future years federal moneys will 
be extended for outreach to groups that are also underrcpresented 
in the food stamp program, especially the elderly poor and SSI- 
recipients. 

The Homeless Family Rights Project also supports Section 3 
of S. 728 which will require expedited issuance of food stamps to 
f-nancially eligible homeless persons within five days of 
application.. A homeless chUd whose mother has no cash or income 
:3 a hungry child. That child should not have to eat at a soup 
kitchen while the family's food stamp appllv.<ition is being 
processed. But soup kitchen cannot handle all the many homeless 
families who might go hungry while their food stamp applications 
are being processed. 

We also support Section 3, for extending expedited issuance 
"to any household that has a conbined gross income and liquid 
resources that is less than the monthly rent and utilities of the 
household." For those families on the brink of homelessness, the 
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first of the month of 3n puts them to a cruel choice: pay the 
rent and go hungry, or be evicted and eat on che street. Section 
3 of S. 728, by requiring that food stamps be issued to families 
at-rir5k of homelessness within five days of application, takes an 
important step forward to improve the nutri'^ jnal status of the 
homeless and near-homeless. 

The Homeless Family Rights Project notes that Section 6 
S. 728 will r^quirs the Secretary of Agriculture to inplement the 
existing vendor payrrants exclusion of Section 5(k) (2) (E) of the 
Food Stamp Act o^ 197 7 within 30 days of enactment. 

Under the vendor payments exclusion, "emerL,8ncy and special 
assistance," such as payments made by New York to hotel owners 
for the cost of providing emergency shelter to the homeless, is 
excluded from the calculation of incojne for purposes of 
determining household eligibility and benefit levels under the 
food stamp program. 

Nevertheless, the Secretary of Agriculture has declined to 
issue regulations to implement this exclusion. The Secretary's 
failure hap - a drastic reduction in food stamp assistance 

for home]' .amilies — a homeless mother with two children who 
temporarily resides in a hotel receives only $49 per month in 
food stamps rather than $122 because of the Secretary's inaction. 

So, too, the Secretary has refused to exclude special hotel 
payments from the calculation of income for food stamp purposes 
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despite the fact that they are payments for a non-normal expense, 
and thus excludible as a reimbursement under 7 u»S»C. § 2014 (d) 
of the Food Stamp Act. The hotel payner*- >s no more than phantom 
income to the household, and does not increase its food 
purchasing power in any vay. 

We respectfully suggest, therefore, that Section 6 of s. 728 
be revised in positive aspects to conform to H.R. 558, which does 
not depend on action by the Secretary of Agriculture out instead 
explicitly prevents food stamp reductions to low-income ho»- ss 
persons who are temporarily sheltered "welf- «" hotels that 
lack adequate cookii.g facilities. .on 504 of H»R. ' 558, 

.compassing the Food and Nutrition Provisions of the proposed 
Urgent Relief for the homeless Act, clarifies pre-existing law — 
which already requires the exclusion of rpecial hotel payments 
under the general category of "reimbursements," but is not being 
enforced by the Secretary of Ag^ julture — and provides for an 
explicit exclusion from food stamp inconc of 

housing assistance payments made to a third 
party on behalf of a household residing in 
temporary housing if the temporary housing 
unit provided for the household as a result 
of jjuch assistance payment l;icks facilities 
fo*: the preparation and cooking of hot meals 
or t^e '^*>f rigerated storage of food for home 
consumption [ . ) 

We believe it critical for this year's Congress — in tn.s 
year of the homeless, year of the hungry — to make explicit that 
emergency hote) payments, which homeless families do not receive 
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and cannot use to buy food or other non-shelter essentials, 
cannot be charged against food stamp allotments. In no way can 
the hotel payment be likened to a shelter allowance which under 
normal circumstances does count as income for food stamp 
purposes. No portion of the hotel payment is legally obligated 
to the household; to the contrary, a household that does not 
incur rent because it is homeless is not entitled to receive any 
shelter allowance under law. 

Destitute homeless families with children find themselves in 
domestic and financial arrangements unimaginable to persons who 
live in permanent housing. Homeless families lack permanence, 
t.iey lack the furniture needed for daily living, they lack ovens 
and refrigerators and sofas and chairs. Their possessions are in 
storage, their lives are in flux. Homeless families cannot buy 
food in bulk because they do not have stor. 'e facilities or 
five-pound bags of rice or refrigeration for even a gallon of 
milk. They cannot prepare home-cooked meals because they do not 
have a stove, so cannot convert raw supplies of cheap food stuffs 
into low-cost dishes like casseroles or stews. 

The extraordinary I'ving rcumstances of homeless families 
gc '"^rate extraordinary ex. .^es that cannot be ruet by the basic 
public assistance grant. To impute as income hotel payments 
5100 a day or more — or any portion of that payment to these 
households simply condemns a needy and vulnerable population to 
hunger and malnourishment. 
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We thus urge the Committee to conform S.. 728 to the House 
language set forth in H. 558, and clarify that the Food Stamp Act 
excludes emergency hotel payments from food stamp income. 

Finally, based on our experience working with homeless 
families, we urge the Committee to consider t*'' ing two 
additional steps to end hunger among the homeless: 

First, we urge you to amend the Food Stamp Aat to allow 
parfints and children and siblings who must double-up in their 
living arrangements but do not share food expenses to claim 
separate household status. New York currently has over 100,000 
households which — because there is i»o available low-income 
housing — must double-up with relatives. 

Consider the plight of Delores B., a client, one of these 
invisible homeless. Living in the Bronx with her three children, 
Delores found it necessary to move into her mother's three-room 
apartment. The Housing Authority had a waiting list of 175,000 
households. Delores* mother worked, but did not earn enough to 
support ner daughter or feed her grandchildren. The current 
household rule required that Delores include her mother in her 
food stamp budget. Because of her mothers* income, Delores' food 
stamps stopped. So did her children's. The children became 
hungry. Relations in the apartment became strained. Delores and 
her three children moved out of the apartment and entered a 
welfare hotel in Queens at great cost to all levels of 
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government. The room was squalid, the hotel was sordid. The 
children could not longer go to school in the Bronx. Their young 
lives became disrupted. At last count, the children were placed 
in to foster care. We urge that you amend the "household rule" 
to allow families to live together without sufferiiW financial 
penalties. 

Second, the so-called excess shelter deduction should be 
raised r uncapped. When shelter costs are more than 50 percent 
of countable income, the Food stamp Act permits the elderly and 
disabled to deduct, dollar-for-dollar, all "excess" shelter 
costs. Why deny this deduction to a young child? The social 
costs of hunger and malnutrition among children are enormous. 
Inadequate nutrition correlates positively with low-birth weight, 
cognitive deficiency, and delayed or stunted growth Yet the 
current shelter deduction all but forces low-income households to 
use food money to pay the rent. Why condemn a generation of poor 
children to hunger — when the food stamp program could be the 
most effect health dollar provided by the federal government to 
poor people? Raise or uncap the shelter deduction so that the 
poor need not choose between paying rent to a landlord or buying 
food at the grocery.. 

In conclusion, we strongly support: 



* 



outreach for the homeless. 



* 



expedited issuances within five days of 
application, and 
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clarification that emergency hotel 
payments for temporary shelter that 
lacks a stove and refrigerator do not 
count as income for food stamp pursoses. 



A generation of American children — growing strong, 
standing tall — will thank you for your efforts on behalf or the 
hungry and homeless. And the Homeless Family Rights I'roject 
thanks you for this opportunity to express its views cn this 
important issue. 
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TESTIMONY 

submitted by 

CESAR A. PEPALES 

Commi s s i one r 
New York State Department of Social Services 

to the 

Senate Nutrition 6 Investigations Subcommittee 
April 2, 1987 



The State of New York strongly supports the 
Urgent Relief for the Homeless Act (S,809), which 
will orovide needed assistance to protect and improve 
the lives and safety of the homeless. New York also 
supports the Nutrition tor Homeless Individuals Act 
of 1987 (S.812), which is the subject of this hearing 
today • 

The provisions for increased outreach and 
expedited application process will further help to 
meet the food needs of homeless individuals and 
families, I would, however, urge this Committee to 
consider expanding the vendor payment section to 
require the Secretary of Agriculture to specify in 
the regulations that vendor payments shall not be 
counted as income for the purpose of calculating Food 
Stamp benefits. Currently, the language in S. 812 
only requires that regulations be promulgated. Since 
the Secretary already has the authority to exempt 
vendor payments, we have no reason to believe that 
the Secretary will change his interpretation of the 
law through regulations. 

In recent y^ars there has been a dramatic 
increase in the number of homeless families in New 
York City, At present, there are approximately 4,256 
homeless families (including approximately 10,373 
children) in temporary shelters in New York City, Of 
these homeless families, 80 percent are in hotels and 
motel s , 

The State Food Stamp policy, approved by the 
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) in 
June 1983, was to exclude the entire emergency 
housing assistance allowance paid to hotel and motel 
operators from Food Stamp income. In November of 
1984, however. New York State was advised by USDA 
that the policy approval was rescinded and that the 
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portion of the hotel/mov.el emergency housing payment 
that is equal to the public assistance shelter 
maximun nust be counted as income. The State 
vigorously protested this policy reversal, but was 
forced to implement under threat of sanctions. In 
August 1986, New York implemented the policy change. 

The result was a substantia: reduction in Food 
Siamp benefits to thousands ot hon.eless families 
temporarily sheltered in New York City hotels. The 
average monthly Food Stanp benefit for a family of 
three single mother with two children) was reduced 
by an average of $75 per month. After implementing 
the policy change, my Department received reports 
that' feed kirchens and pantries near hotels 
sheltering the homeless were experiencing marked 
increases in the number of individuals being served. 

Homeless f ami lies tempo ran ly reside in 
hotel/motels until permanent housing can be found. 
This is an exceptional living circumstance which 
generates extra, non-normal food expenses. These 
hotels lack the food storage and preparation 
facilities of an apartment. Thus, feeding a family 
costs more money* 

Counting even a portion of this payment to 
hotel/motel operators as income for homeless families 
reduces Food Stamp benefits and puts these households 
at nutritional risk. I therefore would urge this 
Committee to specifically prescribe that the 
Secretary exclude these payments as income in their 
ent i ret y . 
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Congressional Research Service 
The Library of Congress 

Washington OC 20540 



February 9, 1987 

TO Rouae ConlCCee on Agriculture 

ACCenCion: Jla RoCherhaa 

FROM : Jo« Richards on 

Education and Public Welfare Division 

SUBJECT : Questlona on Indexing of Che 

Food Staap Shelter Deduction Ceiling 

Thia meaorandua is a preliminary response to your questiona concerning the 

inflation indexing of the ceiling on food staap shelter deductions. 1/ 

1. What would thn shelter deduction ceiling be now» if the 
present IS-taonth "gap" in indexing were accounted for? 

As you know, the shelter deduction ceiling was legislatively "frozen" at 

$115 a Okonth between January I98I and October 1983. 2/ When inflation indexing 

was reauaed» effective October I983» any increases in (I) renters* costs and 

(2) prices of fuels and other utilities related to housing, for the period 

October 1980 through Dcceaber I98I, as measured by those coaponents of the 

Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U), were not reflected in the 

shelter deduction ceiling* aa directed by 1982 legislation. 3/ 



1/ Prior to May 1986, the ceiling unJer discussion actually applied to 
the coabination of shelter and dependent-care expense deductions. However, in 
this meaorandua, it will be referred to as the shelter deduction ceiling for 
siaplicity's sake. 

2/ P. L. 97-35 nd P. L. 97-253. Different dollar ceilings than the ones 
under (liscussion in this meax>randua apply to Alaska, Hawaii, the Virgin Islands, 
and Guaa; but, since they are indexed in the same manner, they are not dealt 
with separately. 

3/ P.L. 97-253., 
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CRS-2 

A pr«cl«« — aura of what the shelter deduction would be now. If price 
changes In Che appropriate CPI-U coaponents during thla l^-oonth period were 
Caken InCo account. Is not lomedlately poaslble for ua, given llaltatlona on 
Che data available to ua to replicate the procedures noraally uaed for updatea, 
and tla« llmltatlona. Howevrr, a rough approxlaatlon Is poaslble. By a rojsh 
eatlaate, the ahelter deduction -eJllng would now be S159 a aonth, rather than 
iCa preaent $149.^ 4/ 

The procedure uaed Cakes account of Inflation In the appropriate CPI-U 
cOBponenCa froa Occober 1980 through June 1986, Including the 13 aontha between 
October 1980 and Deceaber 1981- 3/ It Indicates that the Increaae would have 
been 40.4 percent, aa opposed to the 31.5 percent represented by the current 
ahelcer deducClon celling. 

Thla eaClaaCe of whaC the shelter deducClon celling would be If the period 
noc accounced for In Che present SU9 celling were taken Into account should be 
med wich cauCi^a. Ic uses "weights" assigned to the Cw© coaponenCs (I.e., 
rencers' coaCs and fuels and other utilities) aC Che beginning and end of the 
period under conalderaClon (I.e., SepCeaber 1980 and June 1986) 6/ In <oraputlng 

4/ The coapuCed Increase Is froa $113.90, the unrounded aaounC on which 
Che January 1981 $11S ahelCer deduction celling waa based; unCll 1982, the law 
preacrlbed rounding Co che nearesC $3. The 5139 aootnt Is rounded down froa 
$159.97, a< required by law, jusc as che 5U9 aaounC was rounded down froa 
$149.75. 

5/ June 1986 la used as the end of the period under conalderaClon because 
food acaap law usea Che Imaedlately prior June as che end-polnC for each OcC- 
ober's Inf laClon ad juscaenC . 

6/ SepCeaber 1980 Is used as the base aonCh for the actual calculation 
because (1) che January 1981 adjustment reflecCed InflatJon Chrough the CPI-U for 
SepCeaber 1980 and (2) procedures regularly used In updaClng the celling call 
for ICS uae (e.g., any l2-caonth adjustment begins with the Index nuabers aa 
they stood In the aonth 13 months earlier). 
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Index cliAOgct* This does not ttke Into account significant revisions In assigned 
weights during the aessureaent period, chsnges that might noticeably sffect the 
result because inflation in the two coaponeota differed subataotlaLly.. The 
updating procedure noraally uaed In calculating Inflation adjustaerts to the 
shelter deduction ceiling takes these weighting chsnges Into j^ccount. 

2. How doea the food staap law's mandate to exclude CPI-U 

coapoaenta for hoaeowners' costs and aalntenance aod repalra 
affect the Inflation adjuatment of the shelter deduction 
ceiling? Would the celling be different if different 
treighta were uaed for the applicable CPI-U components? 

As you know, in 1981, P^L. 97-33 required that the Inflation adjuatment of 
the ahtlter deduction ceiling exclude the CPI-U component for hoaeovnershlp 
coata* The Intent of this change, as expressed In the House Conalttee report 
on the aeasure (H. Kept » 97-106), was to remove expenditure Iteaa that had been 
"overatatitig" Inflation In recent years and that were not normal expenaea for 
the overvhelu'ng majority of food stamp households. In response to a Bureau of 
Labor Scatiatlca (BLS) decision to redefine the "hoiteownership" component Into 
nvc components (i.e., homeowners' costs and maintenance and repairs). P»L. 99- 
198 directed the exclusion of these two components In lieu of the old homeowner- 
ship coaponent, as the Agriculture Department had already begun doing after 
conaulting with the BLS. 

The noat laaedlately noticeable effect of excluding homeovnershlp costs, 
and then homeowners' costs and maintenance and repairs, Is that changes In 
these coata are simply not considered in calculating adjustments to the shelter 
deduction celling. 

However, perhapa as Important, the law's directive to exclude homeowners* 
coats and maintenance and repairs js components In calculating adjustments has 
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IncreMed tht laporttnet (I.e., weighting) given the fuels «nd other utilities 
component In the ctlcuUtlon. When the vtrlout ho«eownerthlp-reUt«d costs 
wtre Included u the c«lculstlon, the fuels and utilities coaponenC hsd a 
■Inorlty weighting (about 17 percent based on the weighting used for the January 
1981 sdjustatnt). With hoaeowners' costs and aalntenance and repairs reaoved 
fro« consideration, the relative Influence of changes In costs for fuels and 
utilities Juaped In relation to the reaslnlng co&ponent, renters* costs, (to 
about 52 percent bssed on the welghtln)i used for the October 1986 adjustaent). 
As a result, the slowing down or speeding up of InfUtlon In prices aeasured by 
the fuels and other utilities coaponent hss an Increased effect on adjustaenta 
to the shelter deduction celling. 

If a different weighting system were used, there woul De significant 
effects on the food stamp shelter deduction celling. For example, a rough 
est taste of whst the shelter deduction celling would be. If the weights assigned 
the fuels snd other utilities coaponent In the calculation done In snswer to 
your first question had been derived from pre-1981 practices (e.g., 17 percent 
Ic 1980), Indicates that It might be as high as $168 — taking Into account 
inflation from October 1980 through June 1986, as with the esrller estimate. 
However, aa irlth the approxlaatlon In -nswer to your first question, th^s 
estimate ahould be used vlth caution since It does not take Into account sig- 
nificant weighting changes during the 1980-1986 period. 7/ 



y For example, the shelter deduction celling alght t . as low as $162 If 
the aost recent weight given fuels «od other utilities were used throughout the 
period under consideration. 
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A Fln>l Note. Because Indexing In the Food Stanp program la of continuing 
Intereat and becauae the standard deduction Is Indexed to the CPI-U* exclusive 
of hoaeovnera* coats and maintenance and repair components. It might be advlaable 
to take a closer and aore precise look at the effects of excluding theae com- 
ponenta. It alao ahould be noted that since 1982 the major portion of the 
homeovnera* coat component has been calculated using an "owners* equivalent rent" 
value, and that the CPI-U la sch uled to undergo a major revision In the near 
future. 



> 
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Article from the Washington Post, 
by Spencer Rich, Washington Post 
Staff Writer 



Homelessness Increased 20% 
During Winter, Group Says 



Wiriiiifin Amc Stiff WriMr 

Homefessoefls increased by about 
20 percent over the winter, accord* 
ing to a survey of 47 major cities 
nod metropolitan areas released 
yesterday by the Partnership for 
the Homeless, an interfaith service 
group based in New York* 

The survey was released as Sen- 
ate committees prepared to begin 
work on a bill providing $393 mil- 
lion in this fiscal year to aid the 
homeless. The House, over Reagan 
administration opposition, has 
pa^ a bill authorizing $725 mil- 
lion over four years. 

Also released yesterday was a 
congressional survey of 140 provid- 
ers of shelter to the homeless. 



Most agencies 
surve^^ed turned 
I homeless people ^ 
i away from shelters 
for kick of funds 
! and space. 

which found that nearly half of all 
persons served by the shelters who 
were eligible for food-stamp aid 
were not receiving it 
The survey, conducted last year 
i by the House Select Committee on 
Hunger, also found that 81 percent 
of tltt shelters reported that pri- 
vate-sector shelter meals were the 
main source of food for people the 
shelters served, although half of the 



shelters provided only one miuor 
meal a day. 

The Partnenhip for the Home- 
less surveyed 741 public and pri* 
vate sector ageodes and takl the 
vast nuyority xegasXtA that they 
had to turn homeless people and 
families away ixKsa shelters for lack 
of funds and space. The agencies 
surveyed, the group said, "over- 
whelming cooduded" that federal 
budget cuts in recent years in a va- 
riety of progruns for die poor "con- 
tributed or win contribute to home- 
lessness in their city or k)caltty ' 

The report said that homdess- 
ness is increasingly a proUem for 
families jWith diildren. Nationwide, 
it said, 35 percent <tf the homeless 
population consists of families. 

The survey found that the propor- 
tion of peoi^e homeless by choice 
was 7 percent Respondents sakl the 
main problem was lade of affordable 
housing for k>w-income people. Oth- 
er proUems dted were lack of effec- 
tive job training and placement and 
lack of planning for the care of noen- 
taliy disabled people discharged from 
institutions. 

The group said that the "current 
federal administratkm* was a 'ioA- 
jor cause of increased homeless- 
nes.e" because of its attempts to cut 
low-income housing and related 
progranis and apparent "active m- 
sensitivity" to many such problems. 
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F( 
stamps 
held up 



Records show state 
slow to provide aid 

llMMMdi o( FkrtdiftM arc ilnif • 
gUM to Had ttair teoiiUa bacaac 

dta411a«s (or taMi«l iood sumpt. 



Om of Ite lUt*^ pooft racordi tt 
at ttt Brvwd Cooaty food sump U- 
not. wMc* fomo OM In t 
tovalt — • 

■ Error depnves family of 
food« dcctncity. 4A 

iMaM*. aeeoNlag to aUt* docasatti 
oteiMd Pt tto Mmaad 5Ma0dKJl 
Aaamilt.maoyiiiminiryfooipio- 
fnn m ovartaM with cUaatti 

IHt is • OMMMiul proMam aai a 
tatal taOtn o( fl» tyataaD." aaM Sta- 




atuM dalA 
umg iPt aalor c eayiil iila I 
by kto oOtoa Ba aaM bt plam t» Jaki 
ochar Uol AM tttonayt «cro» fltt 
auta taflttej a dam actlaa sitt tUa 
aariag. cbvfiac tb« coaaUUtioul 
fii^ «( M luap MpHcMii art b*> 
ixiHaiaM baea«» ai lii Mil*. 
OOdalaalttaalMr ' 




i» aiiary k aorteaa* 
cmiaiiiiiltHainaiik mnlag 
a cteM tPaa i^rliaiag to 00099 «n 



"FaTtMaiio 

acciracY of tbo appUcatloB,'* sai^ 
Broward HRS •dmlautrator Joba 
Itniaibafn. doat bava aaoa^ 
woftara to do bott adaqaat^. ao wbaa 
at tall baMad oa oar atwr rata, at 
SCEP00O«TAM/5a 



Program short 
of workers, pay, 
offlcials say 

sbiftsuff over 
tbara oocaoaa wt (act (adaral saac- 
tMoa. We rv kiUaif ourstim.** 

Tit a(ur«((eets art obvwta ia 
Horida. wbtrtHRSnootUy moot- 
tonac rtports rarcal abott 20 par* 
ccat o( tbc 310 000 appbcaUooB re- 
ceived between September tfl) 
and September IMOwercootproc 
esscd witlua the reqtircd uxnc 

The (ederally financed food 
sump proiram was act up by Cow> 
gresa to ensure that low-income 
pccple have a mrtnuooaUy ade> 
quale diet Pood ftanpo wpple 
ment income to allow families to 
tpeod more mooey oo (ood- 

In Flonda HRS isaaca tKl mU- 
lioo worib of food stamps to 
23) 000 bogscbolds last year 

Pederai regulations mandate 
that sute agencies approve or deny 
food sump apeUcatMOs witbia 30 
days, and the U S Department of 
AgnculiuY rtqiuret 100 percent 
conipUance 

But Plorida weUartodicub 'd- 
mtt they cannot meet tbosc gu !e- 
Itnes because tbey bave Utile rr 
vatMO to do so 

AltAouSh ibe USDA IS reqoirr > 
conduct management rtview> I 
food stamp fraud and overp 
ments to clients — called 'err'^r 
rates" — it never has paid atten- 
tion to delayed payments, offtculs 
say 

Nor has the CSOA ever audited 
sutcs thai do not comply witb time 
limit requirements, acrorduif to 
Lawrence Froeblicb. chief counsel 
[& the agency f inspector general 

'It s a travesty became the mon- 
itonsg un t going on and the USDA 
docsa t give a damn. * said Rotert 
Fersh esecutiv* director of the 
Food Research and Action Center 
- a Washia^n DC based adv^. 
cacy group that momtors federal 
food programs 

"Tberes no pressure from ih« 
feds sothesutesdontsufferforit 
Just the poor suifer." be said 

At ihe umt tune sutes with 
food sump error rates over 5 per- 
cent 4re urgeted for fioes by ibe 
ISDA 

Last year Flonda was fined 
SI 97 million (or eicetding the al- 
luwabte error rate according to a 
rfporr issued last \Urch t) the 
.tate s Auditor General The sUle 
itocr^jt.nc »fd***><ion 

iJ^OA '''i' - > tne\ ((now of 
jTiic it\y had twen dfo'l Nr* 
{A * i.rn^nne<$ pTob\9ms 



"TW imphiwa m tae r««»U> 
tioaa art pretty much foctaad: to 
nod out wbere wt re iosaf daUars 
and look to set tbat «atoa bavt' 
btM rtdaoag tba coals «i tka ii» 
graai.'* aaid Cbarks SaalaN. rt- 
gioaal chief of the USDA food 
staaip profram to Atlaata. 

Federal rtgulatiooi dindi a|pU< 
caUoea into two gro<^ "apadit'- 
ed* senrtct for tbost wbo bava a*- 
s«ta e( Icaa tkaa ItOO aad ttaaareaa 
of laas tbaa IISO aad regatar tar* 
net for tboat with aaaets o( kaa 
thaa I2.000 aad a maHoMm »• 
coot of lU^ a aioath (or a (aoi- 
aye((orr. 

Exgfj^tti appUeattaa maat bt 
pmcaaaad wlthia fivt daya. aad 
regular oaoa witUa 30 

Adroc^aa say almoat all appU* 
catto aa tbat y t bald tyeraatoally 
art approTtd. 

Tbt dMricta with tbt worat rt- 
cords art Broward - wbtcbbada 
31 pareaat ovtraU tlndiaaas pit6- 
km ia IIM. aad Jackaoaiilla > 
wUc^ bad a ILlptr^ rata: 

lo Jaaaary 19%. oat BUS oOct 
la aotth Broward (aikd to gtvt 3*- 
day aoafieattoe to roaghly Ti par> 
ctat o( tha applieaata. racorda 
*ow. 

Eacb ytar. HRS la Broward rt- 
ocnta aboat ICOOO food staaw ap> 
pHcatloaa. aad dmnbi«t<a 11$ C 
raiUioa ia alaaipa to t,OIO boaa a 
bohk — tbt lowtM caseload ia tha 
sutcoCddabaaid. 

Lefal Aid attocam aad aUte o(< 
(IdalB agrat that HRS' (aUart to 
act qakUy has shifted tbt bsdaa 
(roa tbt sute aad federal goftra- 
meat to local cooxmitattMa. 

"Ia oar araa. cburcbea raa toer* 
gcacy food programs, aad tbt aty 
rtaa a wttfart program." said Pat 
curt. suU attoniey for Legal Ajd 
10 Jsckaoenllc Tbcst ptopit art 
called opoe to ukc op tbt slack. 
Tbt auta. la effect la eatiag t^ lo> 
cal f wda bocaust tbey rt aoc dotof 
tbt Mad Id job they re luppoaai to 
do"* 

This preaatre is beng plaead oe 
local agencies throughout tbt aa« 
tioo. according to Paul DelPootc, 
public rtlatioLa director for :bt 
Food Rcaearcb and Actioo Center 
\ lot o( these people 4re fam* 
lUes with children. DelPoole said. 
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TSSdstamps" 



Fort Laud6<daie Nffwt Thurtdty, February S, 19S7 5A 



STATE, BROWARD PROCESSING DEUYSH 



PtroarMgt of cmmnomMnQ th* ao-day atandvd (or prooosa- 
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**Wt>t fMDd locreasiiif fHiint)m ibdr food stamps ** 

m fwai U) aovp kitchcw HRS oKiculs atlnbote U» Ume- 

I paotrtes MbonwMk In lioest probtom to worter turnover, 

llMaucu, UMy'rewaiUot (or low wa(cs and ovenrorted em- 



ploye 

KiNid stjmp workers fUtewide 
rjrn jR average of If.ili a year 
and hdvf a 46 percent tBr»>ver 
rjte. according to Joue Colston. 
HRS food sUmp program siBiuitS' 
trator 

"K the units get vacanckf, they 
can very quickly fall behind/' Col* 
ston said "Then we have workers 
who are still learning, so they're 
not as swift as some of our older 
workers, who can process the work 
much faster ** 

But advocates claim that work- 
ers often require mountains of pi^- 
per work — everything from elec 
trie bills to verification that a 
company chose not to hire an appb* 
cant for a job 

In July, a statewide HRS task 
force that met to discuss the prob- 
lem of food stamp timeliness found 
that the major reasons behind tlw 
delays were vac«niie5. staff short* 



ages and appointment backlogs 
The task force recommended a 



"\Vc'%c found 
increasing numbers of 
people going to soup 
kitchens and food 
pantries nationwide. In 
many instances, they're 
waiting for their food 
stamps." 

— Haul DclPonlc. 
of the f-ood Rcu'uili 
jiul ALlion Center 



ilreamUMd process, shorter mter* 
views, more training, and a goal of 
M MTMat compliance statewide 

Hi li October, the director of 
lOT UltmmHc services admitted 



the problem hadn't gone away 

The problem of time sundanis 
non compliance continues to be of 
great concern." V Sheffield Kew- 
yon wrote to htsstalf ''Several di»- 
tricts now face litigation for failure 
to comply " 

One lawsuit already had been 
settled in May. when a federal 
judge ordered HRS in Okeechoboe 
County to process food stamp ap> 
plications within the required tinie 
after an applicant sued because ot 
the processing delay 

Legal Aid attorneys met witk 
HHS officials in December, and 
emphasized that the 90 percent 
compliance goal was not accept^ 
able, asking instead for a S percent 
reduction tn untimely caws eacb 
month 

'The regulations reouire tOO 
percent timeliness," saia King, of 
Broward's Legal Aid "We have no 
tolerance lor anything else " 
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Calendar No. 78 

S.728 

To improve the nutrition of the homeless, and for other purposes 



iooth congress 

1st Session* 



IX THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

March 12. 1987 

Mr Leah\ (lor himself, Mr. Hakkin, Mr Dole. Mr. BosniwiTZ, Mr Mel- 
ciiER, Mr. Danforth, Mr Conrad, and Mr Daschle) mtroduced the fol- 
lowing bill, whieh was read twice and referred to the Committee on .Vgricul- 
tur", Nutrition, and Forest r\ 

XvKii. :i (legi<:lative day, March 30). 1987 
Reported U Mr Leahy. w'uh an amendment 
{Slrikf ')itt after tlie ensulinj: ciauee and m^rrl XW part printed m it.iht! 



A BILL 

To improve the nutrition of the homeless, and for other 
purposes. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa- 

2 t'ves of the Uniled States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 gjBCTION 4. DEFINITION W HOMELES S INDIVIDUAL. 

4 See^ § ef Fee4 Stemf Aet ef 44m ^ ^tSt^ 

5 2012) \% amended W adding eftd thereof following 

6 ttew gubfjeetion: 
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2 

2 cm individual wfee kteke ft fixed, regular, mi 

3 adequa te nighttime rcgidenec; mi 

4 m individual whe fefts ft primary nighttime 

5 residence thcrt is — 

6 ^^(A) ft supervised publicly w privately oper™ 

7 €tte€l shelter (including ft welfare hotel w congre - 

8 gftte shelter) designed te provide temporary living 

9 ftccommodations; 

10 ^^(B) m institution thft^ provide s ft te mporary 

U residence fof individuals intended to he institution ■ 

12 aliacd; 

13 ft t emporary accommodation m the 

14 dcncc of another OF 

15 '-^^ ft public OF private place not designed 

16 fefr OF ordinarily u s ed, fts ft f cgular sleeping fte- 

17 commodation foF human beings.". 

1 Q P FP FOOD R TA M P IN Ffl PM A T ION FOP THF HOMFI FRR 

19 (ft) Authority Te Provide Information. — Section 

20 11(c)(1)(A) of the ¥eei Stamp Aet of 4«W ^tStOt 

21 20ljO(c)(l)(A)) is amended by inserting ''except, ftt tho option 

22 of the State agency, food stamp informational activities di- 

23 rected homeless individuals after Act 

24 (b) Adminiotrative Expdnoeo. — ¥ho fiF&t sentence 

25 of acction 4^ of mek Aet U.S.C. 2025(a)) is amended by 

ERIC 114 
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1 stftfewg ettt ^ (4^ fmd kwefti^ 

2 stamp information ftt activities permitted under section 

3 11(e)(1)(A), ftftd(#)^ 

4 ^ EXPEDITED FOOO STAMF S ERVICE. 

5 Section 11(e)(0) ef the Feed Stop Aet ei WW (^ 
7 W fey redcoignating subparagraph (S) fte aubpara - 

9 (^ by i n s erting ftftef aubparagraph (A) the fetiew- 

10 mg new subparagrapha: 

11 '-^^ provide coupons fte teter thftft fiye d«ya 

12 ftftef the date ef application te ft hens-^iekl m 

13 which ftH member s ftfe homeless individuals ftftd 

14 which meets the income fttid resource criteria fer 

15 coupons under thie Aett 

16 ^^G) provide coupons fte Iftter thftft five dftvs 

17 ftftef the date ef application te ftfty household that 

18 hm ft combined gross income ftftd liquid resource s 
1^ tfeftt b Jess thftft the monthly reftt ftftd utilitie s ef 

20 the household; ftftd— ftftd 

21 ift subparagraph (©) (ftf* fe designated), by 

22 s triking eut ^^the household'' ftftd inserting m heft 

23 thereof % household ref e rr ed te ift subparagraph (Mi 

24 fl^tft=(0)^ 
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1 4> VAmE¥¥ OP COMMODITIE S ¥W&RR TfiPAPr 

2 Seelieft ^03^ the Temporary Emergency feed A»- 

3 oiotancc Aet eJ 4^ U,S,C, ftete) k amended by 

4 inserting ofte? ''shall inolude'' ^ following: ^ variety et 

5 oommodities ftftd products thereef thftt ftfe fimt ttoefet te eh- 

gTTTIC rCTTipiTTrrC ttgT7in?t\?tJ7 llli?luuill<f — r 

7 Sfi€r AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION S FOR FOOO 

8 S TORAGE ANO DI S TRIBUTION COSTS UNDER 

9THP TP FA P PffOr P AM 

10 The fifst gentenco eJ acction 201(c)(1) ef the Temporary 

11 Emergency Feed Aasistance Aet eJ 4088 (? U,S,C, 043e 

12 ftete) ie amended by strilcing e«t '' $ 60,000,000 fer eeeh ef 

13 the fiseftl yeftfs ending September 8O7 408^ ftftd September 

14 30y 4087^ ftftd fflsefting m hett thereof " $ 60,000,000 fef the 

15 fiseftl yeftf ending September 8O7 488^7 $60,000,000 fef the 

16 fiseftl yeftf ending September 8O7 408^ and $ 70,000,000 fef 

fXlU tttfCttl ytyttr t/llUlIlE O e U llCtli DC I O U, " T T7C70 — ^ . 

18 8E€r ^ IMPLEMENTATION OF EXI S TING VENDOR PAYMENT 

19 EXCLU S IONi 

20 Net Ifttef thftft *0 days ftftef the date ef enactm e nt ef 

21 this Aety the Secretary ef Agriculture ghftH preaoribc feg^k- 

22 tiens to eftffy eat seetien 6(lt)(a)(E) ef the Feed ^Stamp Aet e^ 

23 4#W ^^tStOt 3011(k)(Q)(E)), 

24 8E€i ^ EFFECTIVE DAm 

25 Except fts provided in acction §7 the amendments made 

26 fey this title shaU become effective and be implemented as 

•S 728 RS X 6 
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1 seeft fts the Secretary dcterm laefl is practicable aft* '= the date 

2 ei enactment el this Aet; krt set iatef than +W ^ays after 

3 * V*/> /Irt f A f\X ni^irm 4,lnr< A fif 
Tttt? UUlV vT V/X1U"1 ! IlUZXr v/T VXTTtj TTv/TT 

4 777X£: I^FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 

5 SECTION lOL DEFINITION OF HOUSEHOLD, 

6 r/ie /irs/ sentence of section 3(i) of the Food Stamp Act 

7 of 1977 (7 U,S,C, 2012(i)) is amended— 

8 (1) by striking out ''or (2)'' and inserting in lieu 

9 thereof 'W; 

10 (2) by inserting before the semicolon the following: 

11 '*or (3) a parent of minor children and that parent's 

12 children (notwithstanding the presence in the home of 

13 any other persons, including parents and siblings, who 

14 do not customarily purchase food and prepare meals 

15 for home consumption together with the parent and 

16 children) except that the certification of a household as 

17 a separate household under this clause shall be reexam- 

18 ined no less frequently than once every 6 months') and 

19 (3) by inserting ''(other than as provided in 
90 clavse (3))'' after ''except that'' 

21 SEC 102. DEFINITION OF HOMELESS INDIVIDUAL 

22 Section 3 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 

23 2012) is amended by adding at the end thereof the following 

24 new subsection: 

25 '*(s) 'Homeless individual* means— 
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1 ''(1) an individual who lacks a fixed, regular, 

2 ajt l adequate nighitime residence; ard 

3 ''(2) an individual who has a primary nighttime 

4 residence that is — 

5 ''(A) a supervised publicly oi privately oper- 

6 ated shelter (including a welfare hotel or congre- 

7 gate shelter) designed to provide temporanj I- cinq 

8 accommoda 'ons; 

9 ''(B) an institution that provides a tempo- 

10 rary residence for individuals intended to be insli- 

11 tutionalized; 

12 "'O a temporary accommodation in the resi- 

13 dejice of another individual; or 

14 ''(D) a public or private place not designed 

15 for, or ordinarily used, as a regular sleeping ac- 

16 commodation for human beings. 

1 7 SEC. 103. FOOD STAMP INFORMA TWN FOR THE HOMELESS 

18 (a) Authority To Provide Information.— Sec^ 

19 (ion 11(e)(1)(A) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 

20 2020(e)(1)(A)) is amended by inserting ''except, at the option 

21 of the State agency, food stiZmp informational activities di- 

22 rected at homeless individuals'' after ''Act'\ 

23 (b) Administrative Expenses.— The first sentence 

24 of section lf)(a) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2025(a)) is amended 

25 by striking out and (4) and inserting in lieu thereof 
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1 food stamp informational activities permitted under section 

2 11(e)(1)(A), and (5y\ 

3 SEC. 104. EXPEDITED FOOD STAMP SERVICE. 

4 Section 11(e)(9) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 

5 U.S.C. 2020(e)(9)) is amended— 

6 (1) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as sub- 

7 paragraph (D); 

8 (2) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the fol 

9 lowing njw subparagraphs: 

10 ''(B) provide coupons no later than five days 

11 after the date of application to a household in 

12 which all members are homeless individuals and 

13 which meets the income and resource criteria for 

14 coupons under this Act; 

15 ''(C) provide coupons no later than five days 

16 after the date of application to any household that 

17 has a combined gross income and liquid resources 

18 that is less than the monthly rent and utilities of 

19 the household; and*) and 

^ 20 (3) in subparagraph (D) (as redesignated), by 

21 striking out ''the household** and inserting in lieu 

22 thereof "a household referred to in subparagraph (A), 

23 (B), or(C)*\ 

^ AS 728 RS 
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1 SEC. 105, IMPLEMENTATION OF EXISTING VENDOR PAYMENT 

2 EXCLUSION 

3 Not later than 30 days after the date of enactment of 

4 this Act, the Secretary uf Agriculture shall prescribe regula- 

5 tions to carry out section 5(k)(2)(E) of the Food Stajjip Act 

6 of 1977 (7 aS.a 20U(k)(2)(E)h 

7 TITLE II^TEMPORARY EMERGEN- 

8 CY FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

9 (TEFAP) 

10 SEC 201. VARIETY OF COMMODITIES UNDER TEFAP 

1 1 Section 202(d) of the Temporary Emergency Food As- 

12 sistance Act of 1983 (7 U.8.C. 612c note) is amended by 

13 inserting after ''shall include'' the following: '\i variety of 

14 commodities and products thereof that are most useful to eli- 

15 gible recipient agencies, including''. 

16 SEC. ^02. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR FOOD 
n STORAGE AND .')ISTRIBUTWN COSTS UNDER 

18 TEFAP, 

19 The first sentence of .section 204(c)(1) of the Temporary 

20 Emergency Food Assistance Act of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 612c 

21 note) is amended by striking out ''$50,060,000 for each of 

22 the fiscal years ending September 30, 1986, and Sep- 

23 tember 30, 1987" and inserting in lieu thereof ''$50,000,000 

24 for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1986, $60,000,000 

25 for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1987, and 

26 $70,000,000 for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1988", 

•S 7'JK K.S 
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1 SKC. 203. CONTINVA TWS OF TKFAP, 

2 (a) In General.— Ficciion 212 of the Tempomry 

3 Emergency Food Assistance Act of 1983 (7 U.S.C. (>12c 

4 note) is amended by striking out "1987" and inserting in 

5 lieu thereof "1988". 

6 (b) Conforming AMENnMENT.—Sectiou 210(c) of 

7 such Act is amended by striking out ''beginning October 7, 

8 198X and ending September SO, 1987" and inserting in lieu 

9 thereof 'ending on the date specified in section 212". 



10 TITLE III—EFFECTIVE DA TE 



13 made by this Act shall become effective and be implemented 

14 as soon as the Secretary determines is practicable after the 
If) date of enactment of this Act. but not later than 160 dags 
IB after the date of enactment of this Act. 



11 



SEC. SOL EFFECTIVE DATE. 



12 



Kxcept as provided in section 105, the amendments 
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1 TITLE I~FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 

2 SEC !C:. DEFINITION OF HOMELESS INDIVIDUAL. 

3 Section 3 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 

4 2012) is amended by adding at the end thereof the following 

5 new subsection: 

6 ''(s) 'Komeless individual' has the same moaning given 

7 such term in sectior. 3 of the Urgent Kelief for the Homeless 

8 Act/\ 

9 SEC. 102. FOOD STAMP INFOR^SATION FOR THE HOMELESS. 

10 (a) AiJiHOEiTV To pEOvir'E li^cOKZMTion.- — Section 

11 11(e)(1)(A) of the L^ood Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C, 

12 2020(e)(1)(A)) is amended by inserting "except, at the option 

13 of the Stat« agency, food scamp outreach activities directed 

14 at homeless individuals" after "Act" 

15 (b) Administkative Expenses. — The first sentence 

16 of section 16(a) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2025(a)) is amended by 

17 striking out ", and (4)" and inserting in lieu thereof "(4) food 

18 stamp outreach act' 'ties n^' "1 under section 

19 11(e)(1)(A), and (5)". 

20 SEC. 103. FXPEDITED FOOD STAMP ^liRVICE. 

21 Section 11(e)(9) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 

22 U.S.C. 2020(e)(9)) is amended— 

23 (1) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as subpara- 

24 graph (D); 
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To amend the Food Stamp Act of 1977 to provide urgent relief to improve the 
nutrition of the homeless, and for other purposes. 



IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Maech 23 Oegislative day, March 17), 1987 
Mr. Byed (for himself, Mr. Bradley, Mr. Chiles, Mr. Cranston, Mr. Dixon, 
Mr. DODD, Mr. Glenn, Mr. Gore, Mr. Hatfield, Mr. Kennedy,, Mr. 
Leahy, Mr. Metzenbaum, Mr. Mitchell, Mr. Moynihan, Mr. Weicker, 
Mr. Kerry,, Mr. Adams, Mr. Lautenberg, and Mr. Harkin) introduced 
the following bill; which was read twice and referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 



A BILL 

To amend the Food Stamp Act of 1977 to provide urgent relief 
to improve the nutrition of the homeless, nd for other 
purposes. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa- 

2 lives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

4 This Act may be cited as the "Nutrition for Homeless 

5 Individuals Act of 1987'\ 



Er|c l?3 



120 



3 

1 (2) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 

2 following new subparagraphs: 

3 **(B) provide coupons no later than five days 

4 after the date of application to a household in 

5 which all members are homeless individuals and 

6 which meets the income and resource criteria for 

7 coupons under this Act; 

8 "(C) provide coupons no later than five days 

9 after tne date of e xplication to any household that 

10 has a combined gross income and liquid resources 

11 that is less than the monthly rent and utilities of 

12 the household; and''; and 

13 (3) in subparagraph (D) (as redesignated), by 

14 striking out "the household" and inserting in lieu 

15 thereof "a household referred to in subparagraph (A), 

16 (B), or (C)''. 

17 SEC. 104. IMPLEMENTATION OF EXISTING VENDOR PAY- 
IS MENT EXCLUSION. 

19 Not later than 30 days after the date of enactment of 

20 this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture shall prescribe regula- 

21 tions to carry out section 5(k)(2)(E) of the Food Stamp Act of 

22 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(k)(2)(E)). 
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1 TITLE II— TEMPORARY EMERGEN- 

2 CY FOOD ASSISTANCE PRO- 

3 GRAM (TEFAP) 

4 SEC 201. VARIETY OF COMMODITIES UNDER TEFAP, 

5 Section 202(d) of the Temporary Emergency Food As- 

6 sistance Act of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 612c note) is amended by 

7 inserting after ''shall include" the following: ''a variety of 

8 commodities and products thereof that are most useful to eli 

9 gible recipient agencies, including". 

10 SEC 202, AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR FOOD 

11 STORAGE AND DISTRIBUTION COSTS UNDER 

12 TEFAP. 

13 Section 204(c) of the Temporary Emergency Food As- 

14 sistance Act of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 612c note) is amended— 

15 (1) in the first sentence of paragraph (1), by strik- 

16 ing out "$50,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 

17 ending September 30, 1986, and September 30, 1987" 

18 and inserting in lieu thereof "$50,000,000 for the 

19 fiscal year ending September 30, 1986, $60,000,000 

20 for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1987, and 

21 $70,000,000 for the fiscal year ending September 30, 

22 1988"; and 

23 (2) by adding at the end thereof the following new 

24 paragraph: 
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1 "(6) Any amounts appropriated in excess of 

2 $50,000,000 for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1987, 

3 and for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1988, under 

4 paragraph (1) shall be targeted to homeless individuals (as 

5 defined in section 3{s) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 

6 U.S.C. 2012(s)) who are otherwise eligible for commodities 

7 and products distributed under this Act, in accordance with 

8 regulations prescribed by the Secretary/', 

9 TITLE III— EFFECTIVE DATE 

10 SEC. 301. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

11 Except as provided in section 104, this Act and the 

12 amendments made by this Act shall become effective and be 

13 implemented as soon as the Secretary determines is practica- 

14 ble after the date of enactment of this Act, but not later than 

15 160 day after the date of enactment of this Act, 

O 
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